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THE EVIDENCE TAKEN before the Leeds Bankruptcy 
Court Committee has just been published, but we have 
not yet had an opportunity of examining it. Before we 
have an opportunity of expressing the opinion which, 
upon investigation, we may form on the subject, a more 
powerful voice than ours—that of the House of Com- 
mons—will in all probability have spoken. Meantime 
we are content to believe that the Committee have come 
to the true conclusion when they say, in the report 
which has given rise to so much discussion, “ that while 
the facts acquit the Lord Chancellor from all charge ex- 
cept that of haste and want of caution in granting a 
pension to Mr. Wilde, and although some of the ques- 
tions asked in” the House “were founded on informa 
tion that was not thoroughly accurate, yet the” proved 
facts “were calculated to excite the gravest suspicions.” 

We have never been among those who believed, in 
connection either with this affair or the yet more de- 

slorable “Edmunds Scandal,” that the Lord Chancellor 
hea been a party to anything in the nature of a corrupt 
bargain, anything which would justify any imputation 
upon the “ purity” of his conduct ; but something more 
than “purity” it required from the administrator of so 
enormous a mass of public patronage. 

“Tros Tyriusque mihi nullo discrimine agetur.” 
When another Lord Chancellor, on the occasion of a 
vacancy produced in the natural way, appointed to an 
office of dignity and trust his son-in-law, of whom we 
knew, and know, nothing discreditable whatever, or for | 
that matter nothing else but that he was a barrister with- | 
out any appreciable practice ; that is to say, a person whose 
claims were about as good as Mr. Bethell’s would have 








> been had his character been unimpeached, or, let us say, 


as Mr. Slingsby Bethell’s were ; but who was, unquestion- 
ably, not the proper man to be selected if professional 
character was to have any weight in the distribution of 
professional patronage, this Journal commented on the 
appointment in the following words :—* 

Wisdom, we are told, is justified of her sons; and Lord 
Chelmsford thinks that sons-in-law may be brought within 
the equity of the dictum. We doubt the soundness of this 
ruling, and believe that wisdom will be sorely troubled to jus- 
tify heroffspring, Mr. W. Higgins. Mr. Higgins, indeed, is a 
gentleman of much modesty ; for, having been called to the 
bar at Gray’s-inn in 1847, he has since that period been 
content to blush unseen, not even appending to his name in 
the Law List any clue which might guide an inquiring pub- 
lic to his abode, or the slightest indication of the line of 
legal business to which his talents were devoted. But in 
1858 Lord Chelmsford, by a sudden turn of the wheel of 
fortune, ascended the woolsack, and from that hour his 
children saw a great light. Mr. W. Higgins brought his 
legal lore—and what less could he in duty do ?—to the 
assistance of his illustrious father-in-law ; and was speedily 
rewarded—and what less could he in family tenderness ex- 
pect >—with a Bankruptcy Registrarship entailing the re- | 
sponsible duty of pocketing a thousand a-year. So far so | 
good. We should not be hard on a man who feels that his 
time of patronage is short, who has a hungry relative at 
his elbow, and such an easy post as a registrarship at his 
absolute disposal. Flesh and blood, even on the woolsack, 
may be forgiven thus far. But when this pardonable par- 
tiality, not content with a comfortable provision for some 
family offshoot, swells into flagrant nepotism, and commits | 


We do not now desire to withdraw one word of the 
above remarks, which we then thought, and still think, 
were strictly applicable to the occasion; but we feel 
justified in adding, with but slight modification— 

“ Mutato nomine de te 
Fabula narratur.” 

We must, however, do his Lordship justice :—With one 
exception, which is, as we have heard and believe, attri- 
butable solely to the interference of the Prime Minister, 
Lord Westbury’s appointments to judicial offices have 
been worthy of the highest praise. 

It will be a serious injury to the country if we are to 
be deprived of Lord Westbury’s powerful aid in the 
completion of the many valuable reforms of which he 
has been occasionally the origin, often the ablest assist- 
ant; but it is a serious injury to the public service that 
anything like “grave suspicion” should rest upon the 
administration of professional patronage. We trust that 
some means may yet be found for avoiding Scylla with- 
out falling a prey to Charybdis. 


THE WELL KNOWN MAXIM “ne sutor ultra eupidam,” 
though too often applied for the purpose of stifling 
public criticism, might not unfrequently be borne 
in mind with advantage. A notable example of 
this has lately been visible in one of the principal 
daily papers. Two gentlemen, oue of whom rejoices in 
the highly-distinctive appellation of “A.B.” and the 
other of whom signs himself “ A Catholic and a Con- 
servative,” have lately fallen foul of the Ecclesiastical 
Titles Act (14 & 15 Vict. c. 60) in a style more enter- 
taining than instructive, except so far, indeed, as they 
illustrate the aphorism above quoted. 

A. B. leads the attack by a suggestion that all the 


' persons concerned in the late consecration of Archbishop 
: Manning have made themselves liable to penalties 
' under the Act, though he doubts whether “a Whig 


Attorney-General” will give his consent to the enforce- 
ment of the law against them. 

To this the Catholic and Conservative replies by a 
letter well worth insertion in its entirety. 

Your correspondent ‘A. B.” is certainly right. Earl 
Russell’s celebrate | ‘* Ecclesiastical Titles Act” renders every 
English Roman Catholic bishop liable to a heavy fine ; and, 
perhaps, a more ridiculous, meaningless Act than the 14 & 
15 Vict., c. 60, never found its way into the statute book. 

Why, sir, Parliament might as consistently meddle with 
the ‘* Wizard of the North” or ‘* General Tom Thumb,” 
for they have about as nuch right respectively to the North 
Pole and a half-pay allowance as Dr. Manning has to any- 
thing real, practical, tangible, in any way connected with 
the city of Westminster. 

The mere title ‘Archbishop of Westminster,” means 
literally nothing more than that he whom we designate as 
such is at the head of those Roman Catholics, clerical and 
lay, who are resident within a certain district in and about 
London. As far as the selection of the word ‘* Westmins- 
ter” is concerned, ‘‘ Timbuctoo ” would have served equally 
well, barring, perhaps, a little confusion to the uninitiated, 
consequent on such a graceful bow to the provisions of 14 & 
15 Vict. c. 60. In appointing this functionary the Pope 
lays, in the sense the words imply, about as much claim to 
‘jurisdiction in this realm of England” as any president of 
a railway board in naming his vice. 

The fact is, sir, I submit, that we Roman Catholics are 
members of an Episcopalian Church, and that as long as the 
State grants us religious liberty, our bishops must go along 
with it. To boast that it gives us the former and fines us 
for having the latter is inconsistent and shabby. 

We are not surprised that on a point, as this is, of 
some little nicety, their political and religious feelings 
should have led both these writers thoroughly wrong. 
Such, at any rate, is the fact. 

So far as A. B.’s letter is concerned, it calls for no 
separate notice beyond the remark that the consent of the 
Attorney-General was made requisite, in all probability, 


an outrage on public patronage, it must no longer count on | to prevent, Roman Catholic prelates and others from 


imrunity. 





* 3 So). Jour. 201, 


being harrassed by actions in cases where there was no 
possibility of success—such as the present occasion ; 
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and that we have no doubt that Sir Roundell Palmer; 
or any other possible Attorney-General, Whig, Radical, 
or Tory, would certainly consent to an action under the 
Act in any case where he saw that the plaintiff was acting 
dona fide, and where the evidence laid before him would, 
if the case were matter for criminal proceedings, have 
justified a grand jury in finding a true bill. And in any 
less favourable case the action ought not to be brought. 

The letter of the “ Catholic Conservative,” however, 
requires a little more attention, because, if he were right 
in saying that by the law of this country it is penal to 
consecrate a Roman Catholic bishop, he would unques- 
tionably be right also in the charge made in the last 
paragraph of his letter. But the very contrary is the 
fact. Any number of Roman Catholic prelates may 
now by law settle in England in charge of the congre- 
gations there belonging to their faith, and may call 
themselves either by their own surnames or any other 
appellation they please, and perform any episcopal 
functions they like, provided only they do not assume 
diocesan titles derived from places within her Majesty’s 
dominions, 

The late lamented Cardinal Wiseman was welcome to 
call himself (as he was in fact) “Cardinal” and “ Emi- 
nence” as much as he pleased, and every respectable 
man, not blinded by party zeal, in speaking of or to 
him would, and did, use the same style ; he was wel- 
come also to call himself, whether he was so in fact or 
not, Bishop of Melipotamus ; but when he assumed the 
title of Archbishop of Westminster, he, and the Sove- 
reign who conferred on him that title, infringed the 
Royal prerogative as obviously as Baron Brunnow and 
the Emperor of Russia would ifthe one were to accept at 
the hands of the other the title of Duke of Middlesex. 

There is, therefore, no ground for the suggestion that 
the operation of the Ecclesiastical Titles Actin any way 
impedes the legitimate action of episcopacy in the Roman 
Catholic Church; nay, more, if the local sub-division of 
the country be necessary or desirable for that purpose 
(which we do not admit), there is nothing in the Act to 
prevent it. Archbishop Manning might, with the 
utmost propriety, be designated “ Archbishop of the 
Roman Catholics in Middlesex, Hertfordshire, Surrey, 
&e.,” or of the Roman Catholics in Westminster and 
the parts adjacent,” or by any other corresponding title 
(if that were preferred to a title “in partibus”), any- 
thing in the Act contained to the contrary notwith- 
standing. The bishops then, who assisted at his con- 
ecration as such archbishop, did not, nor did he, in any 
manner violate the law by so doing, and we observe 
that im the only public document which he has sinee 
issued he carefully, and most properly, abstains from 
any assumption of a territorial title. 

We are no advocates of the Act in question, and do 
not desire to be taken as defending either the policy or 
the form thereof, but we think it our duty to prevent, 
as far as in us lies, a false idea of its seope and intent 
from gaining ground, which would convert it into an in- 
strument of religious oppression in the hands of one 
class, or an excuse for a ery of “persecution” in the 
mouths of another. 

THE COMPULSORY POWERS afforded by the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act to public companies and 





others to whom the Legislature extends the powers of 


that Act, frequently operate as a great hardship upon 
owners of property, and more especially of house pro- 
perty in towns. As an instance of this, we may refer 
our readers to the report of the proceedings in the 
House of Lords on the loth instant. Lord Stratford de 


R ‘dcliffe presented a petition against the Courts of 


Justice Site Bill from a lady named browning, who 
owned seventeen houses in New Boswell-court, Lin- 
coln’s-inn, This lady derived her only means of living 
from the rents of these houses, and, through the fre- 
quent notices which had been served upon her in re- 
ference to the proposed scheme for building the new 
courts of justice, she had lost the chief portion of her 





rents since the beginning of the year 1860, She had 
received notices in 1860, 1861, 1863, 1864, and 1865 
that the property; would be required. Those notices 
were not acted upon, but, as the fact of their having 
been served was well known, she had lost the chief 
part of her rents since the year 1860, persons being un- 
willing to take houses out of which they would be 
liable to be turned on short notice. 

What compensation this lady can legitimately obtain 
under the Act for this five years’ loss of property, and 
how she can obtain adequate value for her houses in 
their present deteriorated state, is more than we are 
able to determine. The Lord Chancellor’s proposition 
that some general legislative enactment should be 
brought in to meet the evil arising from notices of this 
description is difficult of realization unless the Legisla- 
ture is prepared to impose such a penalty on the pro- 
moters of companies which fail in obtaining their Act 
as will effectually prevent the future projection of any 
public works. In procuring the passing of a private Act 
of Parliament no one can command success, and few 
will incur the risk of a failure which is to be attended 
with extra penalties beyond the loss of expenses, already 
heavy enough. 

We might suggest as the most natural mode in which 
compensation for these incidental injuries to property 
might be levied, that a deposit of the amount of a year’s 
rent of all lands, &c., included in the deposited schedules 
should be made at the Bank of England before any bill 
was allowed to pass standing orders, and that, in case of 
the property not being taken within a time to be spe- 
cified by the notice, the extreme limits whereof should 
not differ by more than a year, this deposit should be 
liable to make up to the owner any damages in the 
shape of loss of rent incurred by reason of a tenant 
having heen scared away by the notice. Moreover, it 
would also be necessary to recognise the original value 
of the property as the purchase value, and not to esti- 
mate it by the amount to which, being empty for some 
years, it might be reduced. If the owner lost no rent 
in the first year the deposit might hold good for a 
second notice, and so on until the bill should be finally 
withdrawn or passed. 

In order to prevent such a scheme from operating to 
check enterprise and prevent the projection and carry- . 
ing out of many useful public undertakings, it would 
be necessary to provide that where the bill has been 
vigorously prosecuted, and has been rejected on the 
merits by a select committee, no damage shall be taken 
to have been incurred by reason of the notices, at any 
rate on the first occasion of application to Parliament 
for the purpose, 

Legislation on this subject would, doubtless, meet 
with great opposition from those who would contend 
that the notice to the owner is not the cause of the 
tenants leaving (that would, however, be a question for 
the compensation jury), and from that large number 
whose interests are bound up in railways and other such 
enterprises requiring the acquisition of land. 

We admit the extreme difliculty of the subject, and 
do not pretend to say that the plan suggested is free 
from objection. Svme remedy, however, should be pro- 
vided. The principle of legislation has been to lay 
down that private imterest must give way to public 
good, but this has hitherto always been, in theory at 
least, accompanied by the counter principle that the 
public receiving the benetit are bound to make the 
utmost possible compensation, so far as it can be done 
by a money payment, and not to turn a public improve- 
ment in effect into a forfeiture of private property. 





THE REMONSTRANCE OF Messrs. Barry, addressed to 
Sir George Grey, on the subject of the treatment re- 
ceived by themselves and their dependeuts during the 
period of their incarceration in Newgate, when under 
remand, naturally leads to the inquiry whether such 
treatment as they received is experienced by every one 
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who has the misfortune to be placed in their position, 
or whether it was exceptional in their case, and done for 
the purpose of insulting and annoying the sufferers. It 
is not within the bounds of probability that the prison 
authorities should so far travel out of their regular 
course of proceeding as to subject any prisoner, even 
though his crime should be of the most hateful cha- 
racter, to persecution, and in the case of accused persons, 
whom the law assumes to be innocent until tried and 
convicted, we must acquit them of any such intention ; 
but, at the same time, we are bound to say that prison 
regulations which allot the same treatment to these as 
to felons (the regulations being of a penal character), 
are not to be wantonly imposed simply to save the 
trouble of classifying prisoners. 

From the documents submitted by Messrs. Barry to 
the Home Secretary, we learn that each of the men, 
who are three of the assistants of Messrs. Barry, was 
arrested and lodged in the Bow-lane Police-station. On 
the fact that a summons would have served the purpose 
of bringing each of them to the police court instead of 
a warrant, we make no comment. Of the treatment 
they each received in the police-cells, which appear to 
rival in inconvenience any other police-cells in the 
metropolis, we say nothing. To make much of these 
minor incidents would be to attempt to set up ourselves 
as the champions of Messrs. Barry and their three 
assistants, a post which we have no ambition to occupy ; 
but in the interest of all accused persons, both on the 
presumption of their innocence, and looking on the de- 
— and insult implied in making them herd with 

elons, and also in the interest of justice and humanity, 
we say that such prisoners ought to have a separate and 
different treatment from that of convicted felons. 

The first indignity to which they were submitted was 
the being compelled to enter a bath in which other 
ages certainly very dirty, and possibly diseased, 

ad previously performed their compulsory ablutions, 
To prevent the introduction of contagious disorders into 
a gaol it is necessary that all inmates should, on their 
admission, take a bath, but we should suppose that for 


the same purpose it would be requisite that fresh water | 


should be ~~ to each one. The serubbing of 
floors, and such-like menial offices, ought not to be im- 
posed upon unconvicted prisoners ; such work may be 
part of the necessary prison discipline as respects felons, 
or even others imprisoned by way of punishment, but it 
was never the intention that imprisonment for safe 
custody, where bail is refused, should entail such penal- 
ties and degradation as felons undergo. 

Sir George Grey has probably less voice in this matter 
than the visiting justices of Newgate, but, seeing that 
this is by no means the first complaint that has been 
made, it is time notice should be taken of it by the 
authorities most concerned, whoever they may be. 





A CROWDED MEETING of the electors and non-electors 
of Lambeth was held at Flint-street School-rooms, Lock’s- 
fields, Walworth, last week, to hear an address from Mr. 
Thomas Hughes, one of the candidates for the represen- 
tation of the borough in Parliament. A resolution was 
proposed, declaring Mr. Hughes a fit and proper person 
to represent Lambeth in Parliament, and, after some 
discussion, it was carried amid acclamation. 

Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, of the Midland Circuit, has 
come forward as a candidate for the borough of Har- 
wich. 

As there is to bea contest for the representation of 
Guildford borough, it is said that Mr. Hinde Palmer, 
Q.C., a Surrey magistrate, will become a candidate for 
Mr. Bovill’s seat. 

Mr. Platt has 
junction with Mr, Hibbert. 

A reyuisition has been sent to Mr. Hawkins, Q.C., 
inviting him to stand for Barnstaple. That learned 
gentleniun has published his address, intimating his 
intention to contest the borough, so that there are now 


oe to stand for Oldham, in con- | 


six candidates in the field, who have issued their 
addresses and expressed their intention of contesting 
the borough. 

The Newry Telegraph publishes the address of Mr, 
F. W. M‘Blain, barrister, as a candidate for that 
borough. 

Mr. James Barrett, a solicitor, has addressed the 
electors of Athlone, in opposition to the sitting member, 
Mr. John Ennis. 

At Cashel Mr. J. L. O’Beirne appears, to dispute the 
seat with Mr. Lanigan. 

It is understood that a vigorous effort will be made to 
oust Mr, J. P. Hennessy from the King’s County. 

Mr. Locke, Q.C., has issued his address to the electors 
of Southwark, seeking re-election. 

Mr. John Humphreys, coroner, and Mr. Thomas 
Beard, solicitor, have become candidates for the Tower 
Hamlets in addition to the sitting members. 

We propose next week to publish, so far as we can 
ascertain it, a complete list of the candidates for every 
constituency which has been addressed by any member 
of the profession. 


THE FUNCTIONS OF JUDGE AND JURY. 

A great deal of discussion has, from time to time, been 
raised in the history of English law as to the respective 
functions of judge and jury in civil and criminal trials, 
Where fact began and law ended has often been warmly 
disputed, and in one instance, that of indictments for 
libel, the controversy raged for a century, nor was it 
until the passing of Mr, Fox’s Libel Act, in 1792, that 
juries were permitted, without restraint, to return a 
general verdict. At present, however, the general prin- 
ciples which govern the relations between the bench and 
the “ intelligent twelve” are tolerably settled. The un- 
seemly altercations of former days are almost unknown, 
and if a perverse verdict sometimes draws down the cen- 
sure of the Court it usually deserves to be reprobated. 

At the same time there are, occasionally, cases in 
which the judge and the jury come into needless colli- 
sion, and two have been reported during the recent 
| sittings at Westminster. Both were tried before the Lord 

Chief Justice of England and special juries. The first 

was Springett v. Balls, an action brought under the pro- 
| visions of Lord Campbell’s Act (9 & 10 Vict., c. 63) to 

recover damages for the widow and children of a hop- 
| sampler, who had been run over by a Brixton omnibus, 
' and died in consequence of the injuries he sustained. 
| There was the conflict of evidence usual in “running 
| down” cases, but eventually a verdict was returned for 

the plaintiff, with forty shillings damages. The Chief 
Justice was exceeding displeased with the amount. 
“Either too much or too little,” he said, “I am afraid 
there can be but one opinion of that verdict, gentlemen.” 
The jury were then requested to, apportion the sum they 
had chosen to give, and, in apparent unconsciousness of 
the absurdity of assessing the pecuniary loss to his family 
caused by a working tradesman’s death at so insignifi- 
cant a value, they proceeded to allot twenty shillings to 
the widow, and twenty shillings to the children. The 
judge thereupon read them the following severe lecture : 

“This is a most unsatisfactory verdict. It is evident 
there has been a compromise. It is monstrous to suppose 
| that to the wife and children, to whom this poor mam 
was a support, and whose death, it must now be taken, 
was caused by the negligence of the driver, this miser- 
able sum can be meant as any compensation. It ig 
evident that the jury have evaded the responsibility of a 
satisfactory decision, and some of them being for a ver- 
dict with substantial damages, and others against it, they 
have agreed to a compromise, and give such a verdict as 
this.” 

Now, at first sight, every one would be disposed to 
sympathise with this indignant eloquence. Forty shillings 
for a man’s life seems a most insulting estimate. To use 
the language applied by Lord Denman to a similar case, 
| such a verdict, unless capable of explanation, is a 
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“ scandal to the law.” But there is one way of recon- 
ciling it with sukstantial justice. The evidence may 
have been so contradictory as to leave the jury in great 
doubt whether to find for the plaintiff or the defendant. 
They would naturally give the plaintiff the benefit of the 
doubt, and then would be anxious to give her her costs 
also. Strictly speaking, their duty would be, under such 
circumstances, to assess the damages at a farthing, and 
leave the question of costs to the action of the Court. 
Still, jurors do know very often, as a matter of fact, 
what amount carries costs, and what ‘does not, and 
they cannot be very severely blamed if they act on their 
knowledge. The verdict in the recent case, if the inter- 
pretation we have suggested be correct, is not so culpable 
and perverse as it looks. It isa rough way of saying, 
“This is a very difficult question to decide, but on the 
whole we find for the plaintiff, and as we think she was 
fully justified in bringing the matter into court, we give 
costs as well as a bare verdict.” 

This construction is, at any rate, a possible one, and 
we, therefore, think that the rebuke of the Chief Justice 
was almost unnecessarily severe. At the same time we 
cordially agree with his denunciation of the “compro- 
mise” system. The object of requiring unanimity from 
a jury is to secure a fair discussion of the subjects left 
to their ccnsideration, and a conclusion, after a careful 
weighing of the evidence and arguments which have 
been submitted to them. To agree to a compromise 
defeats this object altogether. It may save time, but is 
sure to cause inefficiency. 

The other case, on which we must now say a few 
words, was the Cleveland Tron Company v. Stephenson, 
tried before the same learned judge and another special 
jury. The action was for unpaid calls, and the defence 
was that the company was founded on fraud. Three 
questions were left to the jury, on the first and third 
of which they found for the plaintiff. On the second 
they differed in opinion. It arose on the construction of 
certain werds in the prospectus, wherein it was stated 
that “ only two-thirds of the capital would be required, 
and that one-third of the capital required was already 
subscribed.” ‘The evidence showed that one-third of the 
capital was not, in fact, paid up, but that one-third of 
the two thirds, i. ¢., of the capital rxeguired, was. The 
jury were asked whether, that being so, the statement in 
the prospectus was a misrepresentation, and the answer, 
of course, depended on the real meaning of the clause. 
They were for some time eleven to one on this point, but 
eventually came into court with a verdict for the de- 
fendant. A conversation then arose with the Chief 
Justice as to the exact nature of the verdict. “ You 
find,” he said, “ fraud on the second ground.” The jury 
intimated that they did. “Then,” continued he, “ how 
do you construe the prospectus?” But to this query he 
could obtain no definite answer. They thought, they 
said, the prospectus as a whole was calculated to deceive, 
and although they were much pressed to be more explicit, 
they adhered to that reply. The Chief Justice, before 
they were dismissed, expressed disapprobation of their 
conduct, observing that he was bound to take their 
verdict, but that what it was worth was another matter. 

Now, there is no doubt the verdict was unsatisfactory. 
Two of the three alleged misrepresentations were dis- 
tinetly negatived by the jury. The only remaining one 
turned on the language of a single paragraph, and it 
would have been satisfactory to have had, on the judge’s 
notes, a distinct finding as to its purport. The state- 
ment of the foreman, moreover, that the jury were eleven 
to one upon its’ meaning, followed by a general verdict, 
was suggestive of a “compromise.”’ Still we are dis- 
posed to question the expediency of the course adopted by 
the Chief Justice, though we do so with the respect due 
to one who is emphatically an ornament to the bench. 
The question he asked was answered, after a fashion, and 
the better course, we venture to think, would have been 
to have received it in silence, and left the defeated party 
to move to set it aside, if he chose to do se. In civil, as 








in criminal cases, the fewer questions are asked about the 
reasons on which a verdict is based, the better. Juries 
often come to a conclusion which works out substantial 
justice upon foolish or insufficient premises, just as many 
people believe in certain physical or religious facts, in 
support of which they would be utterly unable to argue. 
It is, of course, better to have a verdict founded on right 
grounds than on wrong ones. But the great object of 
trial by jury, after all is gained, if the verdict be correct 
in itself, and where jurors are unwilling, or unable, to 
disclose the exact process by which they have arrived at 
it, it seems to us somewhat harsh to visit them with un- 
qualified censure. 





THE UNSEALED CONTRACTS OF CORPORATE 
BODIES. : 
(Continued from page 726.) 

In any case, however, the want of authority, express or 
implied, to give the order or to ratify it when executed, 
would be fatal to the contract. The decision is not ne- 
cessarily adverse to the exception, or opposed to the 
principle of Beverley v. Lincoln Gas Company, and 
Sanders v. St. Neot’s Union, for the plaintiff might, per- 
haps, have recovered, if he could have produced the au- 
thority of the board though not under seal. In the same 
term that it was decided—Hilary Term, 1851—the Court 
of Queen’s Bench determined a case which has been 
treated in many subsequent judgments as enunciating 
the correct principle: Zhe Copper Miners’ Company v. 
Fox, 16 Q. B. 229. It was an action of asswmpsit brought 
upon an executory contract, that in consideration that 
the plaintiffs would sell to the defendant 2,000 iron rails, 
the defendant would furnish to the plaintiffs sections of 
the said rails within a given time, which he had not 
done. It was held that the company could not maintain 
the action, but in giving judgment Lord Campbell, C.J., 
said that “‘had the subject-matter of this contract been 
copper, or if it had been shown in any way to have been 
incidental or ancillary to carrying on the business of 
copper miners, the contract would have been binding, al- 
though not under seal; for where a trading company is 
created by charter, while acting within the scope of the 
charter, it may enter into the commercial contracts usual 
in such a business in the usual manner.” His Lordship’s 
statement of the exception would lead one to think that 
it was confined to trading companies, but perhaps he 
spoke with immediate reference to the company before 
him, and not with the intention of restricting the rule, 
and Sanders v. St. Neot’s Union, and that class of cases 
do not appear to have been presented to him. It is 
noticeable, however, that Lamprell v. Billericay Union, 
and Diggle v. Blackwall Railvay Company had been 
cited, In 1852 followed the important case of Clarke v. 
The Guardians of the Cuckfield Union, 21 L, J.N.5. Q.B. 
349, which was an action brought for water-closets put 
up at the union workhouse by the direction of the de- 
fendants, but without any contract under seal. Here the 
guardians were certainly not a trading corporation, and 
that circumstance was relied on, but ineffectually, in ar- 
gument. There was sufficient evidence that the work 
had been ordered at a properly constituted board having 
authority, but the order was verbal only. Wightman, J., 
in an elaborate judgment, commented upon most of the 
prior decisions, and stated the result of the cases to be, 
that whenever a corporation is created for particular pur- 
poses, which involve the necessity for frequently entering 
into contracts for goods or works essentially necessary for 
carrying the purposes for which the corporation is created 
into execution, a demand in respect of goods or works 
which have actually been supplied to and accepted by 
the corporation, and of which they have had the full 
benefit, may be enforced by action of assumpsit, and the 
corporation will be liable, though the contract was by 
parol only and not by deed. His Lordship declined to 
follow Lamprell vy. Billericay Union, which he considered 
undoubtedly adverse to his decision, The frequent re- 
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currence of the contract seems to have been considered 
by Mr. Justice Wightman as a necessary ingredient; but 
he subsequently, as we shall see, appears to have omitted 
that condition, at least as regards trading companies. 

We now come to the case of Henderson v. Australian 
Mail Steam Navigation Company, 24 L, J. N.S. 322, de- 
cided by the Court of Queen’s Bench in 1855. The de- 
fendants were a trading corporation, chartered under the 
Great Seal, for establishing communication by steam be- 
tween England and Australia, and the charter empowered 
the directors to make contracts on behalf of the company, 
and to execute all necessary deeds. They had engaged 
the plaintiff to go out to Sydney and bring home one of 
their steamships, which was supposed to be unseaworthy. 
The contract was made by a resolution of the board of 
directors, properly constituted, and, after being duly en- 
tered in the minutes, it was notified to, and accepted by, 
the plaintiff in writing, but it was not under seal. The 
plaintiff performed his part of the contract, and sued for 
his remuneration. The objection was taken of the ab- 
sence of the seal. Wightman, J., adhered to the opinion 
he had expressed in Clarke v. Cuckfield Union, and there- 
fore thought that judgment must be for the plaintiff. He 
said that the general result of the authorities, as he had 
stated in that case, appeared to be that whenever the 
contract is essential to the purposes of the corporation, 
and in the case ofa trading company relates to such an 
object, it may be enforced, though not under seal. He 
said that Lamprellv. Billericay Union, Mayor of Ludlow 
v. Charlton, and Arnold v. Mayor of Poole, were decided 
upon the principles adapted to the case of municipal and 
not trading corporations. But in the Cuckfield case, and 
in Sanders v. St. Neot’s Union the defendants were not 
incorporated for purposes of trade, and the distinction be- 
tween contracts related and contracts essential to the ob- 
jects of the corporation, is apt to perplex men of busi- 
ness. 

Erle, C.J., concurred with Wightman, J. He said— 
“The authorities on this subject are rather conflicting as 
to the reason of the exception; but I find none which 
conflict with the principle laid down by my brother 
Wightman in Clarke v. Guardians of the Cuckfield Union. 
In Beverley v. London Gas Company, and Church vy. Im- 
perial Gas Company, the contracts were directly connected 
with the purposes of the incorporation; and soin Sanders 
v. Guardians of St. Neot’s Union, this was so considered 
by this Court, and the judgment in the Cuckfield 
case assumes that it is so. In the cases of the mu- 
nicipal corporations—meaning the adverse cases—the 
contracts were not incidental to the purposes of the in- 
corporation.” His Lordship goes on to say,“ I 
think that the notion that a set of contracts are to have 
their validity depend upon the frequency or insignificance 
of their subject-matter, is so pernicious a doctrine that it 
cannot be adhered to. That ground was originally pro- 
pounded with reference to municipal corporations and 
applied to small services, but I cannot think that the 
Courts meant to lay down such a principle of law as ap- 
plicable to corporations generally. Indeed, the question 
of insignificance is quite disposed of by the fact, that in 
first applying this principle to trading corporations, they 
were allowed to draw bills not under seal, and such an 
act cannot be considered as an insignificant matter, and 
I think that the rarity of the occurrence cannot be any 
criterion as to a seal being necessary. It is the nature 
of the contract and its subject-matter which, in my 
opinion, must be looked to in drawing the line.” Cromp- 
ton, J. concurred in the principle stated by the rest of the 
Court, but could not disguise from himself that they were 
going against what the Court of Exchequer intended to 
lay down as law. We have endeavoured to show the 
grounds upon which some of the decisions in the Exche- 
quer may be reconciled with those in the Queen’s Bench, 
but it is clear that the apprehension of Mr. Justice 
Crompton, as to the views of the learned Barons, was well 
founded. For in Smart v. Guardians of West Ham 

Union, 24 L. J. N. S. Exch, 201, Barons Parke and Alder- 





son took occasion to observe that they were dissatisfied 
with the judgment in Clarke v. Guardians of Cuckfield 
Union, regarding it as opposed to several cases to which 
they must adhere until overruled by a Court of Error. 
These observations, it may be remarked, were vbiter dicta, 
as the case in which they were made was decided upon a 
different ground, the plaintiff having mistaken his 
remedy, which was, by mandamus, to compel the levying 
a rate to remunerate him for his services. In Reuter v. 
Electrie Telegraph Company, 6 El. & Bl. 341, the Court 
of Queen’s Bench upheld a contract not under seal, nor 
signed, allowing fifty per cent. commission to the plain- 
tiff on messages procured by him to be sent by the defen- 
dants. The contract had been acted upon, and part 
payments had been made to the plaintiff, the amounts of 
which had been entered in the company's books and 
passed. A minute of the contract had been entered in 
the minute book, but not signed. Lord Campbell said 
there was ample evidence that the directors, who were 
trusted by the shareholders, recognised the contract 
which was evidence of the ratification on their part, and 
of the previous authority given by them. ‘“ We adhere,” 
said his Lordship, “to the deeision of this Court in 
Copper Miners’ Company v. Fou, and Henderson v. 
Australian Steam Navigation Company.” In Ernest 
v. Nicholls, 6 Ho. of Lds. Cas. 401, a contract 
for the sale by one insurance company of its 
business to another, not being under seal and not having 
been made by three directors personally uninterested 
was held void. The case turned upon the want of 
authority of the contracting parties, and the special 
nature of the contract. Lord Wensleydale (late Baron 
Parke) took occasion again to express his disapproval 
of the decisions, above mentioned, of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench, but went on to say “It is quite unnecessary to 
discuss this point now, because this is not a question 
about goods supplied, or services performed, in the way 
of trade in the ordinary course, but a question as to a 
special contract to do the very unusual thing of a pur- 
chasing by one company of the trade of another.” With 
reference to the want of authority, Lord Wensleydale said, 
“Tt is a captivating argument for a jury, and jurymen 
are very often misled by it, in these cases of joint-stock 
companies, but it is very likely to produce injustice, that 
the company has had the benefit of the plaintiff’s goods, 
or service, or money, whereas, for the purposes of contract, 
the company exists only in the directors and officers 
acting by and according to the deed ; and by statute law 
the company is no more liable than a corporation by 
charter for the act of one or more of its members, who 
are distinct persons by law.” 

In the London Dock Company v. Sinnott, 8 El. & BI, 
347, it was urged that the cases in the Queen’s Bench 
must be considered as overruled by Lrnest v. Nicholls. 
But Lord Campbell said that although, of course, the 
Court of Queen’s Bench would have felt itself bound by 
the decision in that case, with which decision they should 
have concurred, from the unusual nature of the contract, 
they were not prevented by the oditer dicta from still 
adhering to the doctrine upon the subject which they 
had propounded. But consistently with that doc- 
trine it appeared to them that the London Dock Com- 
pany could not sue upon an executory agreement not 
under seal, to execute a contract for cleansing their dock, 
such a contract not being of a mercantile nature, nor 
with a customer of the company, nor of such a character 
as created an impossibility for it to be under seal, on the 
contrary, it being one that might be more conveniently 
under seal than by parol. It is submitted that the 
observations immediately preceding are not entirely con- 
sistent with the statements of the rule in the authorities 
cited, and it is difficult to see any substantial reason in 
the nature of this contract, to prevent its coming within 
the exception. 

In Haigh v. North Brierley Union, 28 L. J. Q. B. 62, 
the Court of Queen’s Bench followed the Cuckfield case. 
Some doubts were felt with respect to the case of The 
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London Dock Company v. Sinnott, and Crompton, J., 
hinted a wish that the matter might be brought before 
a Courtof Error. This, however, was not done, and we 
still have to regret the conflicting opinions of Courts of 
concurrent jurisdiction. It will be seen, however, from 
the decisions cited, that the balance of authority is in 
favour of the more liberal interpretation of the rule. 
The exposition of Chief Justice Erle, above given, goes 
furthest towards a reconcilement of the points from time 
to time actually decided. It is too late to desire that the 
old rule had never been relaxed, although that would 
have prevented any uncertainty; and it is much to be 
wished that whenever the question may come before a 
Court of Error, that tribunal may finally adopt and ratify 
the principle of our American friends—that “ wherever 
a corporation is acting within the scope of the legitimate 
purposes of its institution, it may be held liable for the 
parol or implied contracts of its authorised agents.” 








EQUITY. 





WIFE’S SEPARATE EsTATE OF INHERITANCE. 
Hall vy. Waterhouse, 13 W. R. 633 


The following passages occur in Lord St. Leonard’s 
book upon Powers (8th ed. 173, 174), with respect to the 
powers of disposition of married women over property 
given to them for their separate use:—* A gift simply to 
the separate use of a married woman is tantamount to a 
gift to such uses as she shall appoint by deed or will,’ 
and “ where a married woman has property settled to her 
separate use, without any restraint upon alienation, she 
is deemed a feme sole, and may dispose of it accordingly.” 
Doubts have been frequently expressed whether the au- 
thor intended to comprise in these sweeping sentences 
the interests of married women in real as well as personal 
estate. It has been said that inasmuch as the decided 
cases cited in support cf these propositions relate to the 
disposition of personal property, or, at any rate, only to 
the interest of married women in the income of real es- 
tate, the doctrines enunciated must be limited accordingly, 
and that the writer did not intend to commit himself to 
the position that the powers of disposition over separate 
property, accorded to married women by the decisions of 
courts of equity in regard to personal estate, are equally 
applicable to land. 

We think it quite possible that the cautious spirit 
which marks the writings and speeches of the author 
may have induced him to leave in doubt his opinion upon 
a point which had been much canvassed although never 
expressly decided. His accustomed zeal for a moot 
question has certainly not been manifested in this in- 
stance. We think he would have clearly expressed his 
view on the subject if he had intended todo so. At the 
same time we do not suppose he would now find fault 
with those who attribute the fullest significance to the 
language which he has used. 

By his decision in the principal case Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart has completed judicially, so to speak, the fabric 
of the separate estate of married women. It is no credit 
to the Court of Chancery that it has taken more than a 
century to accomplish a result which, when stated, is so 
simple and logical as almost to amount to a truism, viz., 
that when property, real or personal, is given to a 
married woman for her separate use, without any express 
restraint upon alienation, she is to be treated, as regards 
Buch property, as a feme sole, and may dispose of it by 
any of the modes of disposition, inter vivos or testamen- 
tary, by which the law allows an unmarried woman to 
deal with her property. In Hearle v. Greenbank, 1 Ves. 
Sen. 299 (1749), Lord Hardwicke treated it as the settled 
rule of the Court, that a married woman might dispose 
of personal estate settled to her separate use. The pro- 
perty in question in that case had come to the married 
woman from her father, and in Zvtteplace v. Gorges, 1 
Ves, Jun. 46 (1789), a distinction was attempted between 





separate ‘personal property which came to the wife from 
a stranger, and from her husband, but Lord Thurlow re- 
fused to accept the distinction, and since the last men- 
tioned case it has been firmly established that when per- 
sonal property is given, or agreed to be given, to the 
separate use of a married woman, whether for her life or 
absolutely, she may dispose of it as a feme sole to the full 
extent of her interest, although no particular power for 
that purpose accompanies the gift. 

But although Lord Hardwicke’s rule (laid down in 
Peacock vy. Monk, 2 Ves. 190) that a feme covert, acting 
with respect to her separate property, is competent to act 
in all respects as if she were a feme sole, was expressly 
recognized by Lord Thurlow (Hulme v. Tenant, 1 Bro. 
C. C. 16 [1778]) as the proper guide by which to decide 
cases on this subject, it has been reserved to the judges 
of the present day to emancipate married women in 
respect of their absolute interests in real estate. 

It is true that in Hulme v. Tenant, ubi sup, the 
power of a feme covert to dispose of the rents and profits 
of real estate given to her for her separate use, in the 
same manner as she might do of personal estate similarly 
given, was recognized, and that this doctrine was ex- 
tended in Major v. Lansley, 2 R. & M. 355, to the case of 
an annuity issuing out of land; but till recent years 
text writers and judges concurred in the opinion that a 
limitation of real estate to a wife in fee to her separate 
use, without any express power of disposition, would not 
enable her to dispose of it during the marriage, otherwise 
than by fine or recovery, or at all by will, apparently 
upon the ground that inasmuch as no power had been 
given to her by the instrument to make any disposition 
of the property, she could only do so by the mode pres- 
cribed by the general law, and that if this were omitted 
her heir would take the estate. 

It had long been admitted that if an express power of 
disposition by deed or will were added in the gift of 
real estate to the separate use of a married woman, she 
might exercise the power and appoint the fee, and that 
her appointment would be binding in equity on the con- 
science of the heir (in whom the legal estate in fee 
would remain), and that a court of equity would treat 
the heir, who at law, where the separate estate of married 
women was not recognized, would be considered as the 
legal owner, as a trustee, and compel him to make a con- 
veyance to the person in favour of whom the wife had 
appointed the property (Wright v. Cadogan, 1 Bro. Parl. 
C. 486, and Rippon v. Danding, Ambi. 565), but it was 
considered that if words expressly authorizing the wife 
to appoint the fee were omitted, a power of disposition 
could not be implied as incident to the estate. 

The inconsistency of making an interest which owed 
its whole existence to the untechnical rules of a court 
of equity to depend upon the insertion or omission of a 
few words, the intention being obviously the same in 
both cases, found expression in the decision of Vice- 
Chancellor Sir John Leach in J/inot v. Eaton, 4 L. J. 
O. S. 134, that where an estate in fee was given to 
trustees for a married woman for her separate use, she 
could dispose of her equitable interest without a fine 
being levied ; also in the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Ireland (the Lord Chancellor dissenting), in Adams v. 
Gamble, 12 Ir. Ch. Rep. 102, that a similar interest could 
be disposed of, since the abolition of fines and recoveries, 
without the formality of an acknowledged deed ; and in 
the extra-judicial observations of Lord Justice Knight 
Bruce (when Vice-Chancellor) in Baggett v. Meuwr, 1 Coll. 
138, and of Lord Justice Turner, in Atkinson v. Le Mann, 
23 L. T. 302. But, on the other hand, the present 
Master of the Rolls, in Lechmere v. Brotheridge, 11 W. R. 
814, determined that a married woman could not dispose, 
inter vivos, of an equitable fee simple settled to her sepa- 
rate use, without a deed acknowledged, and Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley, in Blackford v. Wooley, 11 W. R. 478, 
held that real estate could not be settled upon a married 
woman to a greater extent than for her life. The pre- 
seat Lord Chancellor, however, in Zaylor v. Meads, 13 
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W. R. 394 (already commented upon in this Journal *) 
decided that where an estate in fee simple is given to 
trustees for a married woman for her separate use, she 
may dispose of her equitable interest by deed or will. 

After the last-mentioned decision there only remained 
one case to be considered upon the subject, viz., where 
trustees are not interposed, but where the gift is directly 
to a married woman of an estate in fee simple to her 
separate use, without more. This was the form of the 
gift in the principal case, and Vice- Chancellor Stuart has, 
we think wisely, followed the Lord Chancellor’s recent 
decision by holding that the interposition of trustees is 
immaterial in the eyes of a court of equity, and that a will 
made by a married woman was effectual to pass a fee-simple 
estate which had been given to her directly for her sepa- 
rate use. It follows that, in every case, whether the gift 
be directly to a married woman or to a trustee for her, 
whether the nature of the property be real or personal, 
whether the extent of the interest given be for life or 
absolute, whether a power of disposition be expressly 
given or omitted, a married woman (if she be not re- 
strained from alienation) has the same powers of dispo- 
sition inter vivos, or by will, over property given to her 
for her separate use as if she were a feme sole. 

There only remains one point to be noticed which 
arose on the principal case. It became a question 
whether the implied power of disposition operated so as 
to carry the power, of conveying the legal estate in the 
property, or whether this was not vested in the heir of 
the married woman. The Vice-Chancellor held that the 
will only affected the property in the view of a court of 
equity, and that the co-heiresses of the testatrix were 
trustees for the persons in whose favour the will had 
been made. We feel that this part of the decision cannot 
be complained of so long as the law remains in its pre- 
sent state, according to which a court of law refuses to 
pay any regard to the equitable rights or powers of mar- 
ried women. It is quite clear that, even in cases where 
an express power of appointment over property is given 
to a married woman, she cannot, by her appointment, 
affect the legal estate in the property, but that her 
power is confined to pointing out the objects in whose 
favour she desires that a court of equity should interfere. 
It has accordingly been held on many occasions that, 
after such an appointment, the legal estate remains in 
the person in whom it was previously vested, who is held 
to be a trustee for the appointees. Some doubt is thrown 
upon this point by Lord St. Leonards, in his comments 
upon Harris v. Mott, 14 Beav. 169. In this case a wife 
to whom real estate had been bequeathed in fee to her 
separate use, but without an express power of disposi- 
tion, joined with her husband in selling the same toa 
purchaser, and afterwards died, having previously made 
a will in favour of her husband. The husband filed a 
bill for specific performance, but the Master of the Rolls 
considered the question of the wife’s power of disposition 
too doubtful upon the authorities to justify the specific 
performance of the contract. Observing upon this case, 
Lord St. Leonards says (Powers, 8th ed. 174), “If the 
wife took by implication a power to dispose of the estate 
by deed or will, the equitable fee passed by the contract 
to the purchaser, and the legal fee by the will to the 
husband, who joined in the contract.” 

We are unable to reconcile this statement with any of 
the authorities, or, in the present state of the law, with 
principle. It is quite certain that, as yet, a court of law 
has not taken any judicial notice of the separate estate 
of married women, or of their power to make appoint- 
ments of the legal estate in property ; and it therefore 
seems to us that in the case just mentioned the legal 
estate was vested in the heir of the married woman, and 
that inasmuch as the equitable fee was vested in the 
purchaser, no interest whatever passed to or was vested 
in the husband. It is somewhat singular that in Harris 
v. Vott the heir at law of the married woman, in whom, 
according to all the previous authorities, the legal estate 
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| was vested, was not before the Court. The case is, how- 


ever, very insufficiently reported, and was evidently very 
hastily considered. It scarcely deserved any comment 
from Lord St. Leonards, but it is singular that the com- 
ment, such as it is, should be so unsatisfactory. 

We think that the Vice-Chancellor’s decision in the 
principal case was, in this respect also, correct, and that 
so long as a court of law refuses, even in the case of an 
express power of appointment, to recognize that a mar- 
ried woman has any power over the legal fee, her implied 
power of disposition, arising simply by virtue of ker 
estate, cannot have a wider operation, but that while she 
may dispose by deed or will of her separate estate in 
fee simple, whether given to her directly or through the 
medium of trustees, this disposition only operates in 
equity, and that the legal estate remains outstanding in 
her heir at law, who, as a trustee, is bound to convey the 
same to the persons in whose favour the disposition is 
made. 








REVIEW. 


A Manual of the Practice of Elections in the Uiited King- 
dom: with an Appendix of Statutes and Forms. Second 
Edition. Re-issue. By Henry Jerrreys Busupy, Esq. 
London; Stevens & Haynes. 1865. 

This is a re-issue, for the purposes we presume, of the 
coming election, of Mr. Bushby’s Election Manual. It will 
be found very useful to those who are about to be con- 
cerned in the conduct of elections throughout the Kingdom; 
particularly to returning officer’ and their advisers, as it 
enters at (comparatively) considerable length into the 
duties of these functionaries. 

The first and second chapters seem to us more in place 
in a book on parliamentary practice than a work on 
elections merely, as the questions arising on the writ 
itself can hardly be said to be questions on the election, 
but with this exception the author seems; to have kept 
clearly and accurately to his subject. ‘Lhe various steps 
to betakenin the way of ‘‘the machinery” of the election are 
described with sufficient minuteness in the third chapter 
under the convenient division of English counties, English 
boroughs, Scotch counties, Scotch burghs, Irish coun- 
ties, Irish boroughs, all of which are dealt with sepa- 
rately. 

The fourth chapter treats of the poll and proceedings 
thereat, but the different regulations which prevail in 
different places are not kept so distinct in this chapter as 
the former, 

The fifth chapter deals shortly with the question of 
corrupt practices, and the work concludes with a copious and 
well arranged appendix, 

The principal omissions in the book—what book is 
free from such things—are the almost entire absence 
of any information respecting University elections, in 
which at least as many questions are likely to arise 
as in any others, and the entire absence of any informa- 
tion specially designed for the assistance of such unsuc- 
cessful candidates or their advisers as may be desirous of 
trying their fortune once again through the agency of an 
election committee. 

The book will however be found very valuable for the 
purposes for which it was issued. 








COURTS, 
COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before the Lord Chief Justice CocKBURN.) 

June 24.—Jbhott v. Cowdroy.—This was an action against 
the printer of the Morning Advertiser for libel, in which the 
defendant pleaded under Lord Campbell's Act, that it was 
a mistake, and without malice, and a sufficient apology was 
inserted; and also that #5 had been paid into court as 
satisfaction. 

Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., said he was instructed to appear for 
the defendant. He was not aware of anyone appearing for 
the plaintiff, and consequently he believed he had therefore 
only to take a verdict. 

The Lord Chief Justice said the defendant must prove his 
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Mr. Huddleston then said this. was an action against the 
Morning Advertiser for a libel. It was headed—‘“ Extra- 
ordinary Scene.—IJbbott vy. Bell.—This case, which has been 
before the Master of the Rolls for some time, was proceeding 
this morning, when the plaintiff, a widow, fashionably 
dressed, came to the door and raised a most unearthly howl, 
and calling out that she had been robbed.” _In a day or two 
after this appeared the plaintift’s, solicitor called the editor's 
attention to the circumstance, and asked for an apology. 
The paragraph had been copied from the Standard, which 
afterwards inserted an apology, and the editor of the Jorn- 
ing Advertiser copied that apology, with an additional regret 
of his own, of which the following is a copy :—*‘ Rolls 
Court.—ZJbbott v. Bell.—-Extraordinary scene.—A paragraph 
under the above heading appeared in our columns of the 24th 
of last month, in which it was stated that the plaintiff, a 
widow lady, had created a disturbance outside the Rolls 
Court. We have learned from the adviser of Mrs. Ibbott 
that she was not the person in question. | On the contrary, 
she is a highly respectable lady, and utterly incapable of the 
conduct described. We need scarcely say how much we 
regret giving publicity to a report injurious to the feelings 
af a lady.—Evening Standard. [As we copied from the 
Evening Standard the paragraph alluded to, we readily 
transfer to our columns the above reparation of the injury 
done to the widow lady referred to, at the same time en- 
dorsing and adopting our contemporary’s expression of regret 
for having given publicity to a report injurious to the 
feelings of the lady.—Ep. M. A.”’] 
ja Mr. Cowdroy was then called, and stated that the Morning 
Advertiser was printed and published by him on behalf of 
the Incorporated Society of Licensed Victuallers, to whom, 
he said, it belonged, and proved having printed the para- 
graph complained of, and also the apology. 

The jury at once found for the defendant. 

Solicitor for plaintiff, Z. Burrell; for defendant, H. Child. 
Langdon vy. Godfrey.—Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., said 
this was an action against an attorney for negligence, which 
was tried before his lordship on Tuesday,* the 20th, when the 
jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff, damages £372; he 
had to ask his Lordship to stay execution to enable the 
defendant to move next term for a new trial on the ground 
that the verdict was against evidence. The defendant 
expected that the plaintiff would have called her brother-in- 
law, Mr. Cresswell, to whom the money was advanced, but 
as she did not do so he was unable to prove his case. 

The Lorp Cater Justice refused the application. The 
defendant ought to have been prepared with the evidence in 
case he required it. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN.) 

June 28.—In re Thomas Jumes.—This was an application 
under the 110th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, foran 
order of discharge. The bankrupt was an attorney practis- 
ing at Ramsey, Hants, and he applied to the Court upon 
his own petition. His unsecured debts are returned at 
£1,520; ditto holding security, £298 ; debtors good, £14; 
and property given up to assignees, £298. The failure is 
attributable to insufficiency of capital and loss of business 
consequent upon a lengthened illness. 

Mr. Serjeant appeared on behalf of the assignees, and 
consented to an adjournment for the completion of an 
arrangement with creditors for a suspension of the bank- 
ruptcy. 

The Court granted a short adjournment. 











LIVERPOOL COUNTY COURT. 
(Before Mr, Sipcreaves, Deputy-Judge). 

June 26.—Jones v. Campbell.—The plaintiff, Mr. John 
Jones, was a photographer living in Dale-street, and he sued 
Mr. W. K. Campbell, an attorney, for fifteen shillings, in 
respect of loss of time which he had incurred by being swb- 
penaed as a witness in a case at the last Court of Passage, 
and with which the defendant was connected as an attorney. 

Mr. Campbell appeared in answer to the claim, to which 
he pleaded his non-liability. 

The JupGE said the claim was one of a novel character to 
bring against an attorney, and that if such a claim was al- 
lowed there would be no end to the demands made upon 
attorneys under similar circumstances. 

Verdict for the defendant. 


* 9 Sol, Jour. 753, 














GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Court oF Propate. 

Sir,—The public are greatly indebted to you for calling 
attention to the difficulty of reading wills at Doctors’ Com- 
mons in the antiquated formal engrossing now adopted, 
which is more unintelligible than Greek or Latin to many 
persons who are compelled to attempt to decipher those 
curious documents, The plan of printing wills which you 
suggest would remove a host of difficulties, and probably 
many legacies which have been unclaimed from ignorance of 
their existence, would then be made known to those legatees 
who feared to attempt to inquire at the Probate Court, or 
who entertained no hope ofa bequest. If wills were printed 
there would be no difficulty in lading copies at the chief 
cities and towns in England, and copies could also be sent to 
Edinburgh and Dublin, which would save incalculable trouble. 

SENEX. 





Mr. GuapsTone’s INLAND REVENUE BILL. 

Sir,—Since I sent you my second letter this bill has been 
debated in committee of the House; and it may be seen 
that honourable members sufliciently bore testimony to the 
force and justice of my strictures by repeating them in 
language somewhat identical with that of my letters. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, too, is reported to have 
‘admitted that there was great force in what had fallen 
from the honourable member (Mr. Ayrton); and, although 
he could not undertake to say that the stamp laws might at 
present be consolidated, it would, as soon as the proper 
time arrived, be very desirable to do so.” While I shall 
not be very sanguine in regard to this admission of Mr, 
Gladstone’s, although having already expressed the opinion 
that the proper time for a consolidation has arrived, one may 
nevertheless hope that now that the House is somewhat 
alive to the urgency and importance of the subject discussed 
in these letters, it will, to some extent, prevent further 
material changes being made in the duties until such 
consolidation take place. I am afraid, however, that the 
present bill is too far advanced not to pass with all its objec- 
tionable features, 

I will conclude this correspondence for the present by 
observing that this debate gave evidence of the correctness 
of the belief expressed by me, that Mr. Gladstone too readily 
listens to suggestions for alterations of individual duties. 
Mr. Hadtield is reported to have said ‘‘ that with regard to 
settlements, a gentleman had written to him stating that, 
in addition to the five shillings on every £100, he had also 
to pay one pound fifteen shillings for the deed;” and Mr. 
Gladstone, at the end of the debate, ‘if his friends furnished 
him with the particulars of the several cases he would see 
what could be done!” with reference to which, I should 
remark, that the one pound fifteen shilling stamp alluded to 
is not chargeable for the ‘‘deed,” but becomes chargeable 
only in certain cases under a clause of the 13 & 14 Vict. 
c. 97, framed with a view, it was known, to settle doubts 
and difficulties arising upon the old Act of 1815, and which 
view was in great part effected by the Act named. Thus a 
settlement (say) of £1,000 sterling (only) requires two pounds 
ten shilling ad valorem duty, but not also the **deed” stamp 
(thirty-five shillings); but if, in addition to the £1,000, 
there be a settlement by same deed of either freehold or 
leasehold property, or household effects, or of all of these, 
then the thirty-five shillings stamp would be chargeable in 
addition to the ad valorem, but only the thirty-five shillings, 
quite irrespective of the value of such property. Therefore 
it must, I think, be admitted that there is no hardship in 
the imposition of this thirty-five shillings duty, and that, 
consequently, if Mr. Gladstone, acting upon the promise he 
is reported to have made, repeals this duty, the alteration 
will be uncalled-for, inconsistent, and will go to re-create the 
doubts and difficulties alluded to. H. F. H. 

June 19, 





ARTICLED CLERKS. 

Sir,—A friend of mine is! about to article his ward toa 
solicitor, and wants to know what examinations he must 
pass to enable him to be articled for four years instead of 
five. T have some idea that the senior Oxford or Cambridge 
or Durham middle-class examinations, or a first-class in the 
London matriculation examination, is sufficient, but I 
cannot find any authority for this in your Journal, and shall 
be obliged by information on the point. 


June 26, A SUBSCRIBER. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, June 23. 
PARTNERSHIP LAW AMENDMENT BIL. 

On the report of amendment to this bill, 

Lord WENSLEYDALE made some observations which were 
not distinctly heard, but he was understood to object to the 
principle of the bill. 

Lord CHELMSFORD said his noble and learned friend ob- 
jected generally to the bill, on the ground that the person 
who participated in the profits should be a partner, and be 
liable to the losses. Notwithstanding the observations made 
the other evening by the noble and learned lord on the wool- 
sack, he must say that he had a lingering preference in 
favour of the proposition that a — who took the profits 
of a business ought to share the loss. He thought they 
might on this subject take a lesson from their neighbours, 
the French. In France there had prevailed for some time a 
system of partnership called a société en commandite, in 
which the gerants, or ostensible managing partners, were 
liable, one and all of them, to the general losses, and in 
which the commanditaires, or persons who advanced money 
as part of the speculation, were liable to the amount of their 
advances, Now, he understood that it was necessary that 
there should be a registration of these partnerships, and 
particularly of the amount advanced by the commanditaires ; 
and he had seen somewhere a copy of a notice required to 
be given by such partnerships and affixed to the walls, stat- 
ing that a certain sum of money had been agreed to be ad- 
vanced, and the time for which the money was lent ; and in 
particular, that there should be stated the amount of the 
epee. advantages obtained by the commanditaire. 

‘his statement was affixed to the walls of the tribunal of 
commerce. If the French had thonght it necessary that 
there should be registration, in order that the public might 
know the persons with whom they were dealing, much more, 
in a case of this kind, where a man was to be allowed to ad- 
vance money without being a partner, should the public 
have warning of the terms upon which they were dealing. 

The Lonp CHANCELLOR would be extremely sorry if the 
good work which their Lordships had done in giving this 
bill a second reading, were to be undone, aud their progress 
retraced in the manner in which it would be if they adopted 
this amendment. All the bill proposed was, not to reverse 
a principle of law, but only the result ofa mistaken decision, 
repeated with a kind of superstitious reverence from mouth 
to mouth, until it had become most firmly established. By 
— the second reading of this measure their Lordships 

ad said that a trader should be allowed to borrow upon the 
same terms as anybody else, and, that he might pay for 
the loan, a share of his profits instead of a definite amount ; 
and he could not understand why this should not be allowed. 
His noble and learned friend had said that a great deal of 
mischief would result from this bill, but he had not stated 
what that mischief was. It was a sort of unknown mis- 
chief, like that with which children were frightened. At 
present a trader might borrow upon terms which would 
render it impossible for him to pay his creditors, and yet 
the terms of his contract need not be published. The 
usury laws had been the idol of many generations, yet they 
perished in 1853 with the approbation of all men, and no 
evil had arisen from their repeal. The instance which had 
been referred to from the French law was that of an anoy- 
mous* partnership, and in similar instances, those of joint 
stock companies, our own law required registration of the 
partners. This, however, was done for the sake of the 
partnership itself, which would not be able to do the same 
amount of trading if the names and the position of the 
partners were unknown, and if these matters could be as- 
certained by an inspection of the registry. What was now 
proposed as an amendment would utterly destroy the bill, 
for if they imposed the terms that the borrower of money 
should register the lender, they had better, at once, put the 
bill into the fire. 

Lord St. Leonarps expressed his respect for old authori- 
ties in matters of law, although he knew that the noble and 
Jearned Lord on the woolsack was far above this feeling. 
He had said that the present rule of law was founded upon 
a mistake ; but ifso it was a mistake which had been followed 

* This is an error on the part of his Lordship. The societé anonyme 
and the societé en commandite are two totally distinct things, both re- 
quiring registration.—Ep. S, J. 








by all those who had held high positions in the law during 
the last century. By this bill they proposed, for the first 
time, to allow a partner to allow another to take a share of 
his profits without taking any of his liability. But what 
they should guard against was that a man might trade 
apparently for himself, whereas in reality he was only 
trustee of the profits for another. 

Their Lordships then divided : 

For the cn. thr ei soccccrcccsccee dd 

Non-contents .........39—25 

Lord CHELMsForD then moved an amendment which he 
said he considered more than ever essential, since a majority 
of their Lordships had rejected the former amendments. 
The amendment he now proposed was this—that if within 
a twelvemonth after the creditor had withdrawn his money, 
bankruptcy, insolvency, or a composition with creditors 
should take place, or the party or parties should die insol- 
vent, then that the money so withdrawn should be liable to the 
debts of the trade or business, or to so much thereof as the 
assets of the partnership were insufficient to satisfy. 

Lord Sranuey of Alderley considered that as the principle 
of the bill had been affirmed, the noble and learned Lord 
had no right to continue to argue upon the basis that the 
person who lent money upon the condition of a share of the 
profits was a partner in the business. The clause proposed 
was unnecessary, there being suflicient security for the pub- 
lic against fraudulent acts of the lender in the provision that 
his claim should be postponed in case of bankruptcy till all 
the other creditors had been satisfied. 

Lord CHELMsFoRD regarded that provision as illusory, 
for the case he put was that of a lender who had withdrawn 
his money, and was therefore no longer a creditor. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said if the lender was paid after 
he had become aware of an act of bankruptcy, the money 
could be recovered as a fraudulent preference. There might 
not be at the time of the bankruptcy a single creditor who 
was a creditor when the advance was made, and in that case 
the noble and learned Lord’s clause would operate most un- 
justly. 

The amendment was negatived without a division. 

Lord CuELMsForp then proposed to amend the 5th clause 
in such a manner that the claim of a servant, a widow, or 
child, should not, in case of bankruptey, be postponed until 
after all other creditors had been satisfied. 

The amendment was agreed to, and the report was re- 
ceived, 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Tuesday, Tune 27, 
Tur Leeps BANKRuptcy Court. 

Mr. LonGFrIELp, Q.C., rose to ask the question of which 
he had given notice, and to call the attention of the House to 
what had lately taken place in respect to the Leeds Bank- 
ruptcy Court. In order to put himself in order he would 
move the adjournment of the House. The hon. member 
then continued —The circumstances, unfortunately, are 
rather notorious. It appears that a member of her Majesty’s 
Government, holding the highest station that can be held 
under the Crown, has now within three months given occa- 
sion for two separate investigations into the purity and ate 
priety of his conduct, and on both occasions that conduct 
has been very similar. In each case, in the course of his 
judicial functions, having found out that certain offences 
had been committed, he took advantage of those offences to 
foree out of their offices the two persons who he alleged had 
committed them, and made it profitable to himself by the 
appointment of two members of his family to those vacancies, 
One of these matters was discussed in this House, and subse- 
quently a committee was appointed to inquire into the whole 
transaction. It was stated that the Lord Chancellor courted 
the fullest, freest, and most open inquiry, and the committee 
of selection named five gentlemen of certainly the highest 
character and respectability to conduct that inquiry. That 
committee followed a most objectionable precedent, and fell 
into the very grave mistake of conducting this mostsolemnin- 
quiry—which the Lord Chancellor had stated he wished tobe 
full, free, and open—with closed doors. That committee 
concluded its labours a week ago, and their report, and the 
evidence on which it was founded, is in the hands of mem- 
bers. It becomes my duty, and a painful duty I feel it to 
be, to bring before the House all the circumstances detailed 
in that report, and to ask the Attorney-General what further 
proceedings, if any, her Majesty’s Government will take in 
the matter. The person chiefly involved in this transaction 
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is at the head of the profession to which, some little time 
ago, Iwas proud tobelong. But, iftwo or three more transac- 
tions such as this should take place, | do not know with what 
shame its members will hide their faces and hang their heads, 
when, instead of its being an honourable profession, piquing 
itself on its esprit de corps and the high character borne by 
its members, we find the person at its head, whom we were 
accustomed to look up to and jrstly revere, tainting andl 
polluting, in its very source, the alministration of justice, 
by more than a suspicion of corrupt and gross practices in 
favour of his own family. 

After detailing the circumstances of the original Leeds 
investigation up to Mr, Miller’s letter of the 14th April, 
Mr. Longfield continued—On the 6th of May, 1864, through 
Mr. Harding, who was a friend of Mr. Bethell, an arrange- 
ment was made, under which Mr. Welch was to pay £500 
in money and £1,000 in bills, for which he was to have Mr. 
Wilde’s appointment, although it was not yet vacant. Mr. 
Harding positively states that the £500 was to be paid to 
Mr. Bethell on the security of his bill at a short date, which 
was to be returned or destroyed if Mr. Welch obtained the 
appointment, and that Harding was to receive one-third of 
the further sum of £1,000, when paid. On the 6th of May, 
1864, Mr. Welch gave his cheque for £500, and nothing fur- 
ther at the time was done. ‘Ten days after the receipt of the 
£500 Miller thought it necessary to stir again in the matter, 
and he wrote another well-known letter, dated che 16th of 
May. That was ten days after Mr. Bethell had received the 
cheque, and exactly one month after Miller's letter, in which he 
said that Carrick had stated that Wilde had borrowed money. 
Mr. Welch did not seem to be very urgent ; he probably relie 
on the interest Mr. Bethell had, that in due time the appoint- 
ment would be made. At length he thought it necessary to 
solicit the Lord Chancellor for a place. He had paid for it, 
it was true, but there was no vacancy, and we find Mr. Miller 
again revived his attack upon Mr, Wilde. And here the 
committee elicited a most extraordinary transaction. It 
appears that a certain important letter, said to have been 
sent by Mr. Miller to Mr, Wilde, was never received. 








the hint so kindly tendered him and procured a certificate. 
Well, this certificate was sent to Mr. Miller, and Mr. Miller, 
who knew the office was already sold, actually drew the pe- 
tition for Wilde’s resignation, and laid it before the Lord 
Chancellor on the 80th. Mr. Miller stated that he called 
the attention of the Lord Chancellor to the unsatisfactory 
character of the certificate, and that the Lord Chancellor 
said that, putting the language of the three documents to- 
gether, there was a sufficient case te allow Mr. Wilde to re- 
tire. That is Mr. Miller’s version, Let us now come to the 
version given of the transaction by the Lord Chancellor. 
He said he could not remember having had his attention 
called to the subject. He admitted that the petition, the 
affidavit, and the certificate had been presented to him, and 
that “he ought, in strictness, to have read them all ;” but 
that was precisely what Mr. Wilde ought to have done with 
his accounts. Poor Mr. Wilde, however, was dismissed, or 
at least a strong hint was given to him that he ought to re- 
tire, while the Lord Chancellor still occupies the highest 
office under the Crown. The Lord Chancellor said that ‘* he 
certainly could not have read the medical certificate, or he 
should not have allowed it to pass.” Upon this the committee 
remarked that ‘*such haste and want of caution necessarily 
gave vise to a suspicion that a vacancy in the office was the 
object sought rather than justice to the officer or the public. 
In this instance, however, your comiittee consider that on 
improper motives are to be imputed to the Lord Chan- 
cellor.” I should be sorry to deprive him of the benefit 
of the expression of opinion. But we must couple that 


case with another of a precisely similar description, 
in which the Lord Chancellor also condoned the 
criminal and got the place. And was. there not 


in that case also a connivance, a wilful shutting of the eyes 
to transactions to which he ought to be awake? Is there 
not evidence in this and the other transaction to show how 


| wholly unfit he is, either from the guilelessness of his nature, 


The report says :—‘‘Mr, Miller states that copies of | 
the last-mentioned report and other documents were sent | 


on the 9th of June, with the letter of that date set forth 
in the Appendix, to Mr. Wilde and to Mr. Payne, 
Mr. Wilde denies that the letter and copies were ever 
received by him or by Mr. Payne; and no acknowledg- 
ment of the receipt of this report was either asked for or re- 
ceived by Mr. Miller. About the same time, however, it 
appears that both Mr. Wilde and Mr. Payne received blank 
envelopes from the Court of Bankruptcy, about which 
neither of those gentlemen thought it necessary to make any 
immediate inquiry. Your committee have directed their at- 


’ 


| signed the order for the pension 


of which I never heard before, or from that audacity and 
insolence of office which is characteristic of the man, for 
the high position which he fills? Is there not cvidence to 
show that he is answerable for the misappropriation of 
public funds to the endowment of a criminal whom he had 
sentenced to dismissal? ‘The very day on which he 
the office was filled 
up, and it is curious to find that it was filled up 
at the suggestion of Mr. Miller, the friend of Mr. 
Bethell, and who was put in motion whenever it became 
necessary to extricate Mr. Bethell from his embarrassments. 


| That very day the oflice was filled up by the appointment of 


tention closely to this matter, because it appeared, on ex- | 
h 


amining the letter book kept in Mr. Miller's office, that he had 
with his own hand entered in the book a copy of the letter 
of the 9th of June, which was the only letter so copied by 
him ; and because, from the state of the page in which the 
letter was copied, and the erasures and alterations of the 
paging in the index referring to these and other letters to 
Mr. Payne and Mr. Wilde, there was grave cause for suspi- 
cion that the entry of this letter was a subsequent interpo- 
lation. Mr. Miller, however, stated that he copied the letter 
on the day of its date after his clerks were gone. Copies of 
the report and other documents were undoubtedly made for 
the office at the time by the law stationer, and it is certainly 
possible that in the hurry of business the copies were lost or 
mislaid, and were not, in fact, sent. Both Mr. Miller and 
Mr. Stewart, lis clerk, were examined on this point, and 
were unable to explain theerasures and alterationsin the index 
referring tothese letters; but the erasures and alterations in the 
index to the letter-book are not confined to these letters 
only, and the book generally has not been kept in a credit- 
able manner.” But to pursue the narration. The bill for 
£500 became due—it was dishonoured; the office was not 
yet vacant—Mr. Wilde still slept in fancied security. Then 
comes a series of the most painful contradictions between Mr. 
Miller and the Lord Chancellor. In everything important— 
in dates, in times, in the whole transaction, these contradie- 
tions are such as to fully justify me in not allowing 
them to continue any length of time without draw- 
ing public notice to them. On the 26th of July Mr. 
Miller wrote his celebrated letter to Mr. Wilde. Mr. Miller 
admitted that the first part of this letter was written by the 
direct instructions ofthe Lord Chancellor, but said that he was 
himself responsible for the latter part. Mr. Wilde took 
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Mr. Welch, who had lent £500 to Mr. Bethell. You have 
here the Lord Chancellor charged by your committee with 
haste and oversight in permitting this gross transaction, by 
which a pension was granted to a person wholly undeserving 
of such a favour, and who could never have obtained it but 
for the connivance of the Lord Chancellor; and we have 
Mr. Harding, and Mr. Welch, and Mr. Bethecll implicated 
inacorrupt bargain. But what next takes place? It ap- 
pears that on the 22nd of February—two days after the ad- 
ditional loan of £500—the Lord Chancellor, at the instiga- 
tion of Mr. Bethell, and Mis. Bethell, and Mr. Skirrow, 
hinted that Mr. Bethell might be appointed to an office in 
the country if a vacancy were to take place. Mr. Bethell 
went to Leeds on the 24th; he then saw Mr. Welch; and it 
is clear that it was understood in the Bankruptey Court of 
Leeds that he was to be shortly appointed to the registry of 
Leeds, and that Mr. Welch was to receive a more lucrative 
appointment in London; although it was explicitly and 
solemnly denied in this House on that very 24th of Feb- 


' ruary that Mr. Bethell had gone to Leeds, and that any 


such change was contemplated. So satisfied, however, was 
Mr. Miller that the arrangement was to be carried into effect, 
that in his exceeding zeal, and without any authority, he 


| prepared the documents, for giving effect to the corrupt agree- 
; ment—which the Lord Chancellor wilfully abstained from 


noticing (for he must have known that the persons about 
him were traflicking in his name, that he was appointing a 
gentleman at the solicitation of a worthless son to a valuable 
oflice, and that the recommendation was not likely to have 
been obtained in a manner creditable to cither party). The ap- 
pointments were made on the 24th of February. Buton the 
26th the Lord Chancellor stated that, from some information 
which had reached him with respect to his misconduct in 
Paris, he determined not to give his sonany office. Now, I 
believe | can state what was the real nature of the informa- 
tion which Jed the Lord Chancellor to come to that decision. 
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On the 24th of February the Edmunds job was completed 
in the House of Lords; about the 26th or the 27th it became 
acommon topic of discussion at the clubs and in the news- 
papers; and notice of a question connected with it was given 
at that time in this House by the noble Lord, the member 
for King’s Lynn. The information which determined the 
Lord Chancellor not to give that further appointment to his 
son was simply the universal outery which the other job had 
raised—a job by which the keeper of the Queen’s con- 
science, first ignoring an offence, and then condoning it, and 
conniving at it, obtained a pension for an unworthy indivi- 
dual, which pension, to the Lord Chancellor's eternal dis- 
grace, has since been ignominiously rescinded, and which it 
would have been dishonest to the country, and disereditable 
to Parliament to allow to stand. These were the transactions 
in which this unfortunate family were engaged, and engaged 
beyond all hope of wiping away the stain which was thus 
cast on the administration of justice. ‘The highest oiticer of 
the Crown has been twice convicted, and up to this time I 
may say twice pardoned, for having sanctioned and connived 
at a crime for his own family purposes, and in orderthat things 
might be done pleasantly and secretly. Is there no pride 
among men? Is there to be no attempt to make his con- 
duct appear justifiable in the eyes of the country? Is he in- 
sensible to shame’ Is it possible that he is really destitute 
of the glimmerings of those principles which influence other 
men? And if he had not a virtue might he not affect it ! 
Might he not tender his resignation, and thus offer some 
reparation for the outrage which his neglect has allowed to 
be committed on the administration of justice? The ques- 
., tions I have now to ask relate to the concluding observations 
in the report. The committee state—*‘ The general impres- 
sion created by the sudden retirement of Mr. Wilde and the 
pecuniary transactions which took place between Mr. Bethell 
and Mr, Welch, coupled with the representations made by Mr. 
Bethell on his visit to Leeds, were caleulated to excite the 
gravest suspicions ; and your committee are of opinion that 
the inquiry which they have conducted was for this reason 
highly desirable for the public interests.” The committee 
think that the case ought to be made the subject of further 
investigation ; and I have now to ask whether the pension 
bestowed on Mr, Wilde has been recalled? whether Mr. 
Welch has been dismissed from his office? whether Mr. 
Miller has also been dismissed from his office ? and whether 
the Lord Chancellor has been kindly asked to retire on a 





pension, in justice to those officers who were guilty of no | 


greater misconduct, but who were not equally protected by 
the arm of the law? 

The ArrorNeY-GENFRAL then rose and said—I thought 
that in this assembly perhaps of all others in England or 
in the world, even the meanest man might expect justice. 
I should have thought the same measure of justice would 
not have been considered unfit to be extended to one 
the highest and most dignified position in the service of the 
Crown. But it seems that there are gentlemen sitting oppo- 
site whose ideas of justice are far ditlerent to mine. I 
thought that, in order to judge, and to condemn, we should 
be in possession of the evidence upon which our decision is 
to be founded. The report of the committee upon this ques- 
tion was presented to the House on Saturday last ; and no 
time has been lost in preparing to print and distribute the 
evidence on which it is based. On Thursday next, or Friday 
at the latest, that evidence will be in the hands of members, 
and then they will be able to form their own opinions upon 
this subject; then those who are disposed to attack will have 
before them the legitimate materials for doing so; and then 
also those who have to meet that attack will be in possession 
of similar materials for their purpose. But I never before 
heard that whether aman was great or small, in high degree 
or in low degree, it was a course worthy of this House, 
or of any member having the honour of a seat in it, that a 


deliberate arraignment and attack should be made, founded | 


upon a report, itself based upon evidence, without waiting 
till that evidence was in the hands of members. But if any- 
thing could aggravate the wrong that would be done in so 
dealing with the question, it is to find that the hon. member 
who so brings the charge forward does not adopt the decision 
of the report to which he refers. I find from that report that 
the committee, having the evidence before them, have come 
to the deliberate judgment that the facts, as they believe 
them to be established, acquit the Lord Chancellor from all 
charges except those of haste and a want of caution. That 
may be or may not be the conclusion which the House will 
adopt when they have the evidence before them ; but to ask 


| pointment of Mr. Welch. 


filling | 





the House not only not to wait for the evidence, but to re- 
verse the decision of the committee before the evidence is 
printed, is a course which I believe has hitherto been unpre- 
cedented, and which I trust will never again be followed. 
What are the facts? The inquiries were commenced on the 
6th April, 1864, when this son of the Lord Chancellor, who 
has been named, was already in possession of an office more 
valuable than that at Leeds, and could have no possible 
reason for desiring to have anything to do with the latter 
office. It was after these inquiries were instituted that the 
Lord Chancellor required that son of his to resign that office 
on account of finding that he was in pecuniary embarrass- 
ment. From that day to this the Lord Chancellor has never 
been reconciled to that son; and, since that time, so far 
from liaving been open and accessible to the influence exer- 
cised by that son in any matter of appointment, he has not 
even seen him, nor held personal communication with him 
—not even by letter, except upon the occasion of a family 
event, to which I need not refer, and when a letter was 
written upon the subject of these very inquiries. So that 
whatever may be the culpability of that person, it is the 
crucl misfortune and not the fault of the Lord Chancellor 
that he should have a member of his family solittle worthy ; 
and I should have thought that a generous House of Com- 
mons would not have regarded that, at all events, as a ground 
for surmising and believing all sorts of evil things against 
the highest officer of the realm, when in point of fact 1 shall 
be in a situation, when the evidence is before the House, to 
challenge any one to show that when Mr. Lethell was by 
the Lord Chancellor himself compelled to give up a more 
lucrative appointment in London, at the beginning of 
April, there was the slightest possibility of his exer- 
cising any influence to obtain any appointment whatever. 
Were these things done in a corner? Far from it. In 
the month of June the committee on the subject of bank- 
ruptcy law, appointed by this House, was sitting, and the 
Lord Chancellor communicated to that committee the 
whole of the proceedings that had taken place with respect 
to the investigation at Leeds in the matter of Mr. Wilde; 
and the papers were printed with the evidence taken before 
that committee, and laid upon the table before Mr. Wilde’s 
resignation had taken place. It is, therefore, totally im- 
possible to believe for a single moment that in the conduct 
of these proceedings the Lord Chancellor had or could have 
had any motive or object whatever, except that of discharg- 
ing his duty to the public. Then, with regard to the ap- 
The Lord Chancellor never saw 
Mr. Welch in his life. Mr. Welch had been long before 
recommended to the Lord Chancellor for a similar appoint- 
ment by the late Sir William Atherton, by Mr. Edward 
James, the Attorney-General for the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, by Mr. Manisty, a Queen’s Counsel on that cir- 
cuit, and by other gentlemen of eminence; and we have 
good reason to believe that whatever had been said in his 
favour by the Lord Chancellor’s son was said long before 
those disgraceful pecuniary transactions which we read with 
so much sorrow and disapprobation, and that he had been 
recor mended by competent persons in the ordinary way. 
Unless the House is capable of believing, against the judgment 
of the committee, that the Lord Chancellor knew of the at- 
tempt to bribe, there was no possible motive that the Lord 
Chancellor could have of an improper and corrupt character 
in appointing Mr. Welch. But it is not these alone; for 
there is another gentleman in a like situation to Mr. Wilde, 
I mean Mr. Payne. The same proceedings were taken 
against him. He resigned, and the Lord Chancellor made 
another appointment in favour of a perfect stranger in the 
case of Mr. Payne in the month of September. There never 
Was a more gratuitous, unjust, or unworthy accusation upon 
these materials than the acensation that the Lord Chancellor 
was actuated by anything like a corrupt, personal, or im- 
proper motive, cither in the steps which led to Mr. Wilde’s 
resignation or in the appointment of Mr. Welch in his stead. 
1 have heard with pain from the hon. and learned gentleman 
the language of an advocate at the bar, of a gentleman ad- 
dressing a jury, of a counsel, it might have been, at the Old 
Bailey, departing from the language of the committee, and 
saying that the Lord Chancellor had thrown out hints that 
there night be a country appointment for his son. Surely 
it would have been well for the hon. and learned gentlemen 
to have limited himself to what the committee did say inthe 
absence of the evidence. What the committee did say was 
merely the candid statement made to them by the Lord 
Chancellor, and I should think there are very few gentle- 











780 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





July 1,1865, 











men present, if they suffered their feelings to guide them in 
the matter, instead of party-spirit or personal animosity, 
who would severely condemn a father for this, and no 
more than this— that intimate personal friends and 
near relatives, ladies, and others, coming to him repre- 
senting to him the prospects of improvement in a son for 
whom, of course, after all a father may be permitted to have 
a father’s feelings, did not say—he did not say that he would 
or could then accede to what at all former times he had re- 
fused to do, but simply that he would take what they 
had represented to him into consideration—for it never went 
further than that, upon the finding of the committee, and after 
considering three or four days, he finally decided that it 
should not be done; while he candidly told the committee 
that in coming to that conclusion he was influenced by in- 
formation as to the misconduct of his son in Paris. What 
is the sum and Substance of the Lord Chancellor's offending ? 
That for a period of four days he sutfered himself to consider 
whether he could perfectly justify himself in a more merci- 
ful and lenient course towards his son than that which he 
had previously thought it was his public duty to take, and 
he came to the conclusion that he could not do so, and 
eremptorily refused to confer the appointment on his son. 
he committee have given their verdict upon these transac- 
tions, and found that there was no ground for imputing to 
the Lord Chancellor anything but a want of caution with 
respect to the pension to Mr. Wilde. Now, I must deal with 
the questions which the hon. and learned gentleman has put 
to me as to persons implicated in this matter, and I will 
state what the Government have thought it their duty to do. 
They have determined to wait for the evidence; and as soon 
as the evidence isin print to cause it to be laid before thelaw 
officers of the Crown, in order that they may, if they find suf- 
ficient grounds, take criminal proceedings against the persons 
implicated in that report on the charge of corruption, which 
the committee appear to think ought to be taken. That being 
soit would be unjust towards Mr. Welch, while criminal 
proceedings are pending, finally to remove him from his 
office; but it has been thought proper to suspend him from 
the discharge of the duties under these circumstances. 
With regard to Mr. Miller, I do not understand the com- 
mittee to have done more than to state their disapprobation 
of his officiousness and his mode of expressing himself on 
several occasions ; and [.do not understand him to be im- 
plicated by the committee in any charge .of corruption, 
although, if 1 rightly apprehend the hon. and learned 
gentleman opposite, he seems to be of a different opinion. 
Mr. G. Harpy could not help adverting to that part of 
the ease which did not require any evidence to support. It 
was based upon the admission of the Lord Chancellor him- 
self, which did implicate him in a departure from that 
dignity and integrity which ought to distinguish a person 
holding that high office. The House of Commons, when a 
dissolution was near at hand, would have neglected their 
duty if they had not taken an early opportunity of calling 
attention to this matter. My. Miller, whom the Attorney- 
General, to his great surprise, had said was acquitted, where- 
as the committee had charged him with the grossest false- 
hood, with having officially taken upon himself duties which 
did not belong to him, and with other acts which appeared 
to be misdemeanors in his office, suggested to Mr. Welch 
that he had better present a petition to be allowed to retire 
upon a pension, Mr, Miller, after denying that he had 
drawn up that petition or knew of it, was found to have 
drawn it up, and upon that petition the pension was granted 
to Mr. Wilde. The certificate was of such a character that 
it ought not to have passed the scrutiny of any man of ordi- 
nary intelligence and with an ordinary desire todo his duty. 
Mr. Miller said he did call the Lord Chancellor's attention to 
it, and the Lord Chancellor declared that his attention 
was not called to it. They must remember that only four 
days previously the Lord Chancellor had called upon 
Mr. Wilde to show cause why he should not be dis- 
missed from his office, and he now received an ap- 
plication to be allowed to retire with a pension upon a 
certificate which did not say that Mr. Wilde's eyes had been 
bad, or that his health had been bad, and the date of which 
was in a different handwriting from the body of the certifi- 
cate itself. But what ought to have called attention to the 
matter was this :—the Lord Chancellor had called upon him 
as a culprit to resign or be dismissed, and the man said he 
would resign, but he asked fora pension of £700 a-year, 
Without a moment's delay, wpon the same day, the resigna- 
tion was accepted and the pension was granted. Did the 





Lord Chancellor consider him a culprit, or did he not so 
consider him? If he considered him a culprit, liable to dis- 
missal, by allowing him to retire upon a pension, he was dis- 
gracing the office which he held; and by allowing a man 
whom he had considered a culprit only four days before, to 
escape inquiry into his conduct, and the consequences which 
attached to it, and to retire upon a pension on a certificate 
which was only a subterfuge and an evasion, he was himself a 
party to the transaction, and ought to take the responsibility 
and the consequences. It seemed to him that the House of 
Commons would have grossly neglected its duty if they had 
not at the earliest opportunity taken this matter into con- 
sideration. They could not tell whether the evidence would 
be produced before Parliament was dissolved, and they had 
known of cases where papers had been delayed to the end of 
a session so that no notice could be taken of the subject. 
That might have been so in this instance. The Lord Chan- 
cellor upon his own showing had grossly neglected his duty; 
he had not done that which in his office he was bound to 
do—he had allowed a man whom he considered a culprit to 
receive a pension and retire into private life at the expense 
of the country against which he had offended. 

Ir. E. Ecerron said that as a member of the select com- 
mittee he expressed his regret that this premature discussion 
had taken place. It would have been only fair and just to 
the parties impugned to wait for the evidence. The com- 
mittee had been violently attacked in several of the public 
journals, but he was sure that the committee had acted with 
justice and impartiality ; and in order to dissipate the grave 
suspicion in the public mind in that respect he impressed 
upon the Attorney-General the necessity of as much haste as 
possible in the production of the evidence. 

The Lorp ApvocarE said he entirely agreed with the 
hon. gentleman who had just sat down as to the necessity of 
having the evidence before them in order to come to a just 
conclusion. The hon, and learned gentleman opposite said 
that the time was short, and Parliament was near its disso- 
Inution ; but that surely was no excuse for doing injustice. 
The Lord Chancellor did not require Mr. Wilde to re- 
sign, but he told Mr. Miller to serve the notice he had 
served upon the other officials. The question whether the 
Lord Chancellor was right in allowing Mr. Wilde to re- 
sign was an entirely different one from the question 
whether he was mixed up in the corrupt practices to 
which the hon. gentleman had referred. But if the 
House should be of opinion—as the committee were 
—that the Lord Chancellor not only was not mixed up 
in those transactions, but even had not the most remote 
idea of them existing, then the question whether or not he 
improperly allowed Mr. Wilde to resign assumed another as- 
pect altogether. Mr, Wilde was, no doubt, accused of con- 
duet which had brought the courtinto considerable disrepute, 
and he had permitted the official assignees and messengers to 
retain sums of money which they ought not to have retained, 
and had shown a laxity in the conduct of the Court that wag 
quite sutlicient ground for the Lord Chancellor to show cause 
in open court why he should not be dismissed. Mr, Wilde 
said that he had followed the practice of Mr. Payne. The 
Lord Chancellor censured both for improper conduct, but 
permitted them to retire from their respective offices, Mr, 
Payne being an old gentleman over eighty years of age. 
There was no imputation against their honesty, though there 
were great imputations upon the mode in which they had 
conducted the business of the court. That was an element 
they ought to entertain when they were considering this 
question, but it wasa totally different matter to that of which 
the hon. gentleman had spoken. So far from there being 
any imputation upon the Lord Chancellor’s conduct, as far 
as these matters were concerned, he said, on the contrary, 
the noble and learned Lord had suffered under imputations 
founded on no facts whatever, and that he had sutfered the 
still more grievous hardship of having been brought into that 
position by a member of his own family, although he him. 
self had acted in a firm and honourable manner, however 
painful it was to the feelings ofa fathertodo so. The disclosures 
in the committee in regard to other characters in those 
transactions were very painful certainly, and upon these he 
did not wish to say a word; but the impression on his mind 
was that, so far as the purity of his motives were concerned, 
the Lord Chancellor had no object whatever except on the 
one hand to do—as he believed he had done—call the atten- 
tion of the public to the state in which the bankruptey 
courts of the country were placed, and to deal with a strong 
hand with those who seemed to require it ; and, on the other 
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hand, to deal out the strongest and most impartial justice, 
even to a member of his own family. 

Lord CRANBORNE said he did not wish to go into the evi- 
dence, because he concurred in the opinion that it was not 
desirable that those who only had their knowledge on _hear- 
say should enter into such a discussion. But he was bound 
to say that the imputations which had been thrown out 
against the hon. member for Mallow were wholly without 
foundation. The hon. gentleman had not spoken without 
a knowledge of the evidence, for he had been present during 
the investigation, and he had not spoken to a Government 
ignorant of it, because they had received the evidence from 
day to day. It was not, therefore, true that either the at- 
tack or the defence had been made in ignorance. 

Colonel D, PENNANT here rose to explain. He said that 
the Lord Chancellor in his evidence stated that so far from 
making any complaint of not having received the evidence, 
had wished to come forward and give his testimony 
before he was aware of what had been said. The committee, 
however, considering that it was virtually a trial of the Lord 
Chancellor, thought it to be their duty in strict fairness to 
all parties thatthe hon. member for Devonport (Mr. Ferrand) 
and the Lord Chancellor should be furnished with the evi- 
dence from day to day. 

Lord CRANBORNE said that that fact proved the correct- 
ness of his statement, and thus disappeared the whole fabric 
of virtuous indignation which the Attorney-General, almost 
bursting into tears, had raised. 

The ATToRNEY-GENERAL,—I have not seen a word of the 
evidence. 

Lord CRANBORNE was sorry that the Lord Chancellor 
should not have thought it wise to entrust the evidence of 
the proceedings before the committee to the Attorney-Gene- 
ral. They were well acquainted with the character of the 
Attorney-General, and he could understand why the Lord 
Chancellor might have been unwilling to submit the details 
of the case to the hon. and learned gentleman. He had 
heard with regret one statement of the Attorney-General, 
namely, that no procedings whatever were to be taken against 
Mr. Miller. 

The ATrorNEY-GENERAL explained what he said was that 
until he had seen the evidence it was quite impossible for 
him to judge whether there was any reason for taking pro- 
ceedings in the matter, but that he did not find that the 
committee had charged Mr, Miller with being a party to any 
corruption. 

Mr. Denman, .C., submitted that the Government had 
undertaken to do the very thing the noble lord recommended, 
namely, to examine most closely the evidence when it was 
in their possession. Without any evidence before them they 
were allowing the hon. and learned member who volunteered 
to act as counsel for the prosecution, not only to impeach 
the Lord Chancellor, but also to impeach the committee. 
That course was very unfair, and one that ought not to be 
encouraged by the House, 

Mr. HENNEssy remarked that the evidence was printed 
daily for the use of the committee, and that the whole was in 
type tendays ago. In ten daysmore Parliament would be dis- 
solved, when there would be no opportunity of considering 
the evidence. There was evidence in the paper presented to 
Parliament some weeks ago respecting the Leeds Bankruptey 
Court, and the report itself contained a great deal of valu- 
able evidence. 

Sir L. Pak desired to call attention to the simple fact 
that upon two occasions, either through the extreme leniency 
or negligence of the Lord Chancellor, pensions had been 
granted to people whom it was now admitted were unfit to 
receive them. He trusted that when strict justice was meted 
out to all below the Lord Chancellor in authority that fact 
would not be forgotten. He felt convinced the country 
would ask whether a high official, who had been twice guilty, 
under circumstances of peculiar suspicion, of permitting pen- 
sions to be given to unworthy people, was one deserving the 


honour and respect of the profession of which he was the 


leader. 

Mr. Scutty, Q.C., expressed his regret at the tone the dis- 
cussion had taken. They were dealing with the character of a 
distinguished dignitary, and ought not to proceed to a judg- 
ment without having all the facts before them. 

Lord PALMERSTON.—Sir, I am sorry to prolong this dis- 
cussion, even by a few words, but I cannot let it close with- 
out expressing the pain—I may say indignation—with which 
I listened to the speech made by the hon. member for Mal- 
low in introducing this subject. This House is composed of 





opposite parties, and it is perfectly fair for the members, of 
one party to take advantage of any fair ground of comment- 
ing upon the conduct of persons belonging to the opposite 
party, and especially of persons who happen to hold office. 
But the Lord Chancellor has not had fair play from the hon. 
and learned member for Mallow. The hon. and learned 
member for Mallow, it appears, was present during the whole 
of the investigation. He knows, therefore, exactly what 
the evidence given was; and yet it is stated by those who 
were also present that he has made assertions of matters 
which will not be found in the evidence when it is produced. 
But I complain of the manner in which the hon. and 
learned gentleman has brought the subject under discussion. 
If he had intended to make an attack upon the Lord Chan- 
cellor, founded on evidence not in the hands of members, 
but of which he had cognizance, at all events he should have 
given notice of his intention. But the notice he gave 
was of a question to be asked; and so little did that 
notice indicate an intention of going into a personal and 
virulent attack on the Lord Chancellor, that | myself was 
going to answer the question instead of the Attorney-General, 
believing that the real question he intended to put was 
simply as to the course the Government intended to take 
upon the evidence when it was produced. I trust—I am con- 
vinced—that when this evidence is in the hands of members 
they will come to a very different conclusion to that which 
the hon. and learned member has drawn; and that they will 
see that, so far from the evidence being made the foundation 
of charges such as those which the hon. and learned member 
has made against the Lord Chancellor, it bears out the 
report of the committee, and acquits the Lord Chancellor 
of being actuated by any incorrect motives throughout the 
course of these transactions. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 
FRANCE. 
Curious ACTION. 

An action has just been brought before the Civil Tribunal 
of the Seine, by Count Leon, against the Minister of Finance, 
to recover a principal sum of 300,000f., given to him, in 
1815, by the Emperor Napoleon I., as well as interest on 
the same, amounting altogether to 992,400f. It appeared 
from the statement of counsel that the securities given by 
the Emperor on the 29th of June, 1815, to Baron de Mau- 
viere, the guardian of Count Leon, then a minor, only nine 
years of age, were part of those which had been remitted by 
the French Treasury to the Emperor, on the 7th, 8th, and 
9th of the same month, in payment of a sum of 8,681,722f. 
due to his Majesty for arrears of his civil list, and which 
were to be met by the proceeds of the sale of State forests. 
The counsel for the Minister of Finance pleaded that the 
cause did not fall within the competency of the Tribunal, 
and could only be legally heard by the administrative autho- 
rity. The Advocate-General having also expressed an opinion 
to the same effect, the Tribunal adopted that view of the law, 
and declared itself incompetent, at the same time condemn- 
ing Count Leon to pay all costs. 





AMERICA, 
(From the Legal Intelligencer.) 
Supreme Court or Untrep STATEs. 
Tue Kare. (Slaver.) 

Semble: That a person trading to the coast of Africa, on 
which coust two kinds of commerce are carried on—one (the 
regular trade) lawful—the other (the slave trade) criminal 
—should keep his operations so cleav and distinct in their 
character as to repel the imputation of a purpose to engage 
in the latter. 

The United States filed a libel of information and forfei- 
ture in the district court for the southern district of New 
York, against the barque Kafe, her cargo, &e., alleging that 
she had been equipped, fitted, loaded, and prepared ‘‘ for 
the purpose” of carrying on a trade in slaves, within the 
Acts of Congress of March 22, 1794, and 20th April, 1819 ; 
which Acts make such equipping, fitting, preparation, &c., 
cause of forfeiture. The question in the case was, whether 
the vessel had been fitted with that purpose. 

The barque, then purporting to be owned by B. & A. Buck, 
of Baltimore, Md. (C. W. Buck being master), arrived at 
New York from Havana on the 17th of May, 1860, with a 
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cargo of rum, wine, copper, sugar, &c., consigned to one 
Antonio Ross, of New York. 

On the 23rd of that month, 7.¢., six days after her arrival 
at New York, B. & A. Buck, by C. W. Buck, as their at- 
torney, purported to sell the vessel to **C. P. Lake, of 
Brooklyn, State of New York ;” the consideration stated 
being 10,500dols. The vessel was a barque of about 267 tons, 
with one deck and three masts, 114 feet 6 inches long, 26 
feet wide, 10 feet 3 inches deep. She was registered on oath 
of “C. P. Lake, of Brooklyn, State of New York,” on the 
80th of May, 1860. The register bond was also executed on 
the 30th of May, 1860, by Lake, Frederick Otto, and H. C. 
Smith, and describes Otto as then master of the vessel. 
Smith was the custom-house broker who cleared the vessel. 
He appeared to have heen engaged in clearing vessels for 
the slave trade, and on the same day that he cleared this 
vessel, he told a custom-house clerk that he was now ‘ going 
to clear a vessel direct for the coast of Africa.”” The Kate 
was cleared on the 3rd of July, 1860, ‘* bound for Cape 

-almas and ports, west coast of Africa,” and put to sea on 

that day. She had not gone far before she was seized by 
the officers of the customs and bronght back, libelled for 
forfeiture and her cargo discharged and placed in a publie 
warehouse. Rail having been given for value and costs, she 
was discharged, released, and about the middle of September, 
cleared by Smith again for sea. Lake, the person above- 
mentioned as ‘* purchaser,” swearing that ‘he chartered 
the vessel for a voyage to the coast of Africa, trading and 
return to New York, and that the vessel was loaded with 
the goods of the charterer and ready for sea on the 2nd of 
July.” Ske was a second time seized on the 16th of Sep- 
tember. 

The outward manifest of the cargo of the Aa/e presented 
at the custom house on the 3rd of July, 1860, de 
it was to be landed at Cape Palmas and leeward ports west 
coast of Africa, but named no consignee. It embraced 
goods, &e., valued at 7,361dols. The shipper’s manifest, 
purporting to be of part of cargo shipped by Jose Hernandez, 
&c., for the same destination, and without designating either 
consignee or place where it is to be landed, embraced all of 
the goods, &c., reported in the manifest first named, and 
some not reported in it. It was valued at 7,536 dols. These 
articles included 100 pipes of rum, large quantities of other 


liquors, 110 half-barrels of beef, pork, and rice, 80 barrels of | 
bread, 5,000 feet lumber, 82 water-casks, hoop-iron, vinegar, } 


iron pots, pails, drugs, and medicines. 
After her second seizure, the cargo was broken out by the 
inspectors of customs, on the 17th September, and she had 


on board a large quantity of articles needed in the slave | 


trade, which were not reported to the custom house. 
Among these were bread, beef and pork, coils of rope, duck, 
water-casks, zine, lime, sand, tar, flour, rice, potatoes, five 
globe lanterns, one dozen pewter pitchers, and one dozen tin 
cups in cabin, apparently hidden, a surf boat, a stove, and a 
great variety of articles of food. The boxes manifested as 


containing ‘‘iron pots” were found to contain furnaces with | 


boilers on top, which could be used for cooking a quarter of 
a barrel of rice each. They were termed ‘‘ boxes of hard- 
ware.” The water-casks were filled with fresh water. 


The barque-—which was valued by the appraisers at | 


4,000 dols—was sharp built, a fast sailer, and had sixteen 
or eighteen spare spars and sails, a much greater supply than 
was necessary. 

The lumber, mentioned a little way back, was piled on 
top of the water casks, and formed a flooring throughout the 
length of the vessel, and the cargo was over that, the casks 


laid lengthwise, the sleepers crosswise, and the planking | 


fore and aft. There was an iron tank for water in the hold, 
six feet square. 

The shipping articles of 38rd July, which declared 
vessel ‘bound for Cape Palmas and a market, and back to 


a final port of discharge in the United States,” showed a | 


large crew for an ordinary trading vessel ; thirteen men 
besides the captain. 

On the 3rd of July, 1860, when the Aa/e first started, 
she had passed Romer shoals, when Captain Faunce, of the 
revenue cutter Harriet Lane, noticed the small tug J/ag- 
nolia approaching her. He boarded and brought back the 
Magnolia, and sent a customs officer to take charge of the 
Kate. When the Magnolia came te the battery, where the 
Harriet Lane had anchored, the officer brought on board 
the Harriet Lane four or five passengers, one of whom he 
recognized as aman named Da Costa, a Portuguese, whom 
he had seized in 1856, with others, on board the slaver 


‘Jared that | 


the | 


Braman. This person, whose real name was Henrico Da 
Costa, had been indicted in July, 1856, as owner and 
builder of the brigantine Braman, for causing her to be 
sent into the slave trade. He forfeited his recog. 
nizance in 1856, and having been afterwards surrendered 
by his surety, escaped from the officer. The Magnolia had 
been hired by Otto to take him and Da Costa down the 
bay and put them on board the Kafe, after she had gone 
some distance from port. After Otto had been put on 
board the Hate, she had been seized by an officer of customs 
sent by Captain Faunce... When Da Costa was brought on 
to the Aate, Otto denied that he had ever seen him before, 
and the parties appeared not to know each other. But in 
the Awfe’s cabin were found three or four trunks with Da 
Costa’s name on them, with light clothing in them, and it 
was worthy of note that it was suitable for a warm climate. 
On the 5th of July a warrant issued out of the United States 
District Court for his arrest as Henrico Da Costa, on the 
pending indictment in the Braman case, and having been 
held on that charge, he was discharged on recognizance on 
the 18th of September, since when he had not been heard 
from. When taken from the Magnolia he asserted himself 
to be Gareia, and not Da Costa. He also pretended to be 
ignorant of our language, but was proved to have understood 
it. He was not produced by the claimant to explain these 
facts, nor were they explained from any other sources. 

As already noticed the name of the shipper of the Kate’s 
cargo on the 8rd of July, who swore to the shipper’s mani« 
fest on that day was Jose Hernandez. Da Costa was then 
in New York. “hen the manifost of cargo was again pre- 
sented to the custom house for a clearance, on the 14th or 
15th of September, the name of Jose Hernandez did not ap- 
pear on it as shipper; no shipper, in fact, appeared to make 
oath at that time. Da Costa was then in eustody of the 
marshall, on the charge for which he stood indicted. 

** Hernandez,” never appeared either claimant 
witness, nor was any account given of him. 

The barque and all this cargo was cither 
ble of being adapted to a slave voyage. 

On the other hand it was shown by one Machado, a Portu- 
guese, long in the African trade, and a person frequently 
summoned in slave cases, and by Smalley, a stevedore en- 
gaged in loading vessels for the coast, and by other persons 
of better standing than either, that there is a regular, though 
not vast, trade with Cape Palmas and the west coast of 
| Africa, that henses of unquestionable integrity in New York 
are engaged in it ; that every article on the manifest of this 
vessel was well adapted to this legitimate trade; staple 
articles in demand and consumption by the inhabitants of 
that country ; articles which they buy, and for which they 
| pay in the natural products—palm oil, hides, gold dust, 
ivory, and other things—indigenious to that region. No 
manacles were found upon the vessel, nor unnecessary chains 
or fastenings; nor any supply of medicines unusual in a 
lawful voyage. 

The District Judge (Brrrs,) gave an opinion laying down 
principles of evidence in application to this class of cases, as 
follows :— 

In actions of this class, the Government is not restricted 
to proof of positive facts in laying a foundation for a pre- 
sumption that acts have been done in violation of law, but 
they may invoke circumstances calculated to raise suspicions 
that the purpose of mind or matter inducing the acts per- 
formed were illicit, which suspicions must avail as con- 
victing evidence, unless countervailed or explained by proofs 
in the power of the claimant to furnish. Moreover, 
there is no department of jurisprudence more justly entitled 
| to assimilate to itself the expansive properties of the com- 
| mon law than the law of evidence to be used as an instru- 
; ment to detect and apply the actual truth of events to the 
ever-varying aspects and exigencies of the business of life. 

In the earlier seizures and prosecutions under the slave acts, 
vessels employed in the trade were found fitted out with 
arrangements so manifestly designed for that business, that 
“the cireumstantial proofs furnished by their preparation and 
equipment were nearly equivalent to positive testimony. 
The species of indirect or circumstantial proofs of that order, 
and then generally regarded as necessary to a conviction, were 
made public law by the treaty between England and Spain, so 
far as those high contracting parties were concerned, and 
were generally acquiesced in by Courts of the United States 
as laying down a safe rule of evidence. It soon grew almost 
into the course of the Courts to look for and demand that 
extreme force of cireumstantial evidence to inflict the con- 
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demnation of a vessel upon presumptive proofs alone. Very 
soon slave traders discarded sets of manacles as part of their 
preparation. A slave-deck was no longer found laid in the 
vessel, or prepared for putting down. She exposed no 
longer an extraordinary supply of provisions, medicines, or 
equipments specially adapted to the use of slaves, or other 
conveniences (except, perhaps, large supplies of water or 
water-casks) peculiar to the trade, so as to render an examina- 
tion of the ship, or a mere inspection of her outfit, very 
forcible evidence of her business and destination. For years 
past these insignia of slavers, except supplies of water, have 
disappeared from vessels detected in the trade and laden 
with slaves for actual transportation, and it has become 
notorious, from publications of writers thoroughly con- 
versant with the course of the business, from proofs in 
cowts of justice on the trial of vessels seized for 
violations of the laws, from public documents and the 
decisions in cases of the arrest of vessels for the offence, that 
slaving vessels are now employed in the trade, openly fitted 
and cleared at ports abroad and in this country, with the 
appearance of lawful traders, carrying substantially like 
cargoes and equipments as those which pursue a lawful trade 
on the coast of Africa ; and that on arrival out at the point 
where slave cargoes are collected, the ship is, improinpte, 
put in a state to reecive the victims on board, and is thus 
enabled, often in one hour’s time, to become transmuted 
from the fitment and aspect of an honest trader to a slaver 
under way, laden with hundreds of human beings on trans- 
portation to foreign markets as merchandise. This new 
practice of discarding from the preparation of slaving vessels 
most of the insignia of their real design, and, on the contrary, 
giving them the semblance of lawful traders, yet possessing the 
faculty of using at once, in their condition, the means neces- 
sary to accomplish their nefarious calling, appeals impres- 
sively to justice to put into active service all the capabilities of 
the law of evidence in order to detect and thwart the imposi- 
tion and crimes attempted to be carried out. Accordingl+, in 
— and in accordance with the doctrine that when the 
evidence adduced on the part of the Government creates strong 
suspicions, or well-grovnded suspicions, that the vessel seized 
as being employed in the slave trade was fitted out or being 
fitted out for that purpose, the decisions in this court have 
been uniform and distinct that such evidence must produce 
her conviction and coudemnation, unless rebutted by clear 
satisfactory proofs on the part of the claimants, showing 
her voyage to have been a lawful one. 

His Honour accordingly condemned the barque ; and the 
Circuit Court having aflirmed the decree, the case was now 
here by appeal. 

After argument by assistant Attorney-General Asiiton, for 
the United States, and by Evarts and others contra, the 
Court affirmed the decree. 


SWEDEN. 
PorsoNtnG EXTRAORDINARY IN STOCKHOLM. 

In a trial that is now going on in one of the criminal 
courts of Justice in this country, a series of such appalling 
crimes has been brought to light that the proceedings 
may be ranked among the most astonishing in the juci- 
cial annals of any country. In this case the accused is M. 
Lindbich, the pastor of Silbodal, a small parish in one of the 
most beautiful valleys in the province of Wermland. In the 
immediate neighbourhood of the church is the parsonage, in 
which the pastor, who is a man of sixty-two years of age, and 
of good address, and rather prepossessing appearance, has for 
some years resided, and in which M, Lysen, a gentleman 
who had retired from business asa merchant, lived with him 
as a boarder, whose sudden death gave rise to suspicions 
which have led to the most singular and painful discoveries. 
There having been reason to suppose that M. Lysen had 
died from the effects of poison, his body was disinterred, and 
on an examination of the contents of the stomach, arsenic to 
an extent sufficient to have produced death was found. This 
death had taken place so far back as the 17th of December 
last, and on its being ascertained what had been its cause, it 
was remembered that the death of a person of the name of 
Nils Patterson, of Firskog, had oceurred under similar cir- 
cumstances on the 30th November; and that a widow, Carin 
Huken, seventy-four years ofage, had also suddenly died on 
the 19th October with the same symptoms. In all the three 
eases death had followed soon after these persons had par- 
taken of the communion, which had been administered to 
them by the pastor Lindhiick, who was accordingly arrested, 





and whose trial is now creating the greatest excitement 
throughout the country. In collecting the evidence which 
was thought to be necessary to bring these crimes home to 
the accused, it was ascertained that Daniel Hendersen, the 
son of the widow Carin Huken, who had long been 
in bad health and confined to bed, had also suffered 
great pain, and been seized with violent vomitings 
soon after he had received the communion from pastor Lind- 
biick, though he had recovered from these attacks. This 
led to further investigations, when arsenic was found to have 
been the cause of death in all the instances that have been 
adduced, there being thus three, and very nearly four, vic- 
tims to the system of poisoning that had been resorted to. 
Inquiries were made as to the reasons which there may have 
been for this wholesale destruction of life, and though none 
could be assigned for the murder of Nils Patterson and the 
old woman Carin, except that of a monomania by which 
the pastor was endeavouring to rid his parish of some of its 
indigent poor, it was otherwise as to the retired merchant, 
M, Lysen, for, as soon as he was buried, the pastor pro- 
duced an agreement, though it was not signed, by which the 
heirs of Lysen were intended to be bound to pay the pastor, 
on the death of his lodger, the sum of 10,000 rixthalers, as 
being due for board while he had been an inmate of the 
parsonage. It would however appear that these have not 
been the first occasions on which M. Lindbiick has had re- 
course to such means for the purpose of getting quit of those 
who have stood in his way ; for it now appears that about 
thirty years ago, when he was curate at Dalslund, he was 
betrothed to the daughter of a rich farmer, and having then 
succeeded in obtaining from the father of his betrothed, be- 
fore payment, a receipt for the price of some land which 
he had bought from him, the farmer, a few days afterwards, 
died frem having been poisoned, and his daughter, who 
had thus been robbed of her inheritance, was shortly after 
turned out of doors. —- 
ORANGE RIVER FREE STATE. 

A curious case is reported from the Transvaal republic. 
One De Villiers, who left a wife in the colony, married again 
at Rustenberg, but the landrost, in marrying him, imposed 
the condition that he should, within six months, produce 
proof of his having a divorce from his first wife, or otherwise 
the second marriage should be declared null and void. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL DISCUSSION SOCIETY. 

At the Society’s half-yearly meeting on the 21st, Mr. 
Rogers presiding, the Secretary read his sixth special report 
as tollows:— 

Gentlemen,—I am happy to inform yoy, in presenting 
this my sixth special report, that the position of the Society 
is more satisfactory, and its affairs are in a more flourishing 
state, than they have been at any time since its formation in 
1862. 

Although since my last report several members have re- 
tired, there has been a much larger accession of new members : 
hence the roll has increased. The Society now numbers 
between fifty and sixty members. 

The alteration in the rules made at the end of last year, 
whereby the constitution of the Society was varied so as to 
allow any gentleman engaged in either branch of the pro- 
fession, and also gentlemen not in the profession, to be 
eligible for membership, has effected a considerable advantage 
to the Society, both in the number and class of members, 
several barristers and practising solicitors having since been 
elected. No other than lawyers, however, have as yet 
joined the Society, owing, doubtlessly, to the fact that the 
subjects for debate are still, in the great majority of instances, 
of a legal character. 

‘This report of the Society's proceedings extends from the 
4th January to the 21st June, both inclusive, during which 
period there have been eleven meetings for debate, and two 
special business meetings. At the former, the subjects 
considered were respectively as follows :—Priority of Specialty 
Creditors — Duties of Advocate, where Client’s interest 
conflicts with Truth—Law of Divorce— Royal Speech on 
opening of Parliament—Attorneys acting as Advocates in 
Superior Courts—Statutes relating to Friendly Societies— 
County Court Equity Jurisdiction—Substitution of Stipen- 
diary Magistrates for Justices of the Peace—Imprisonment 
for Debt—Extension of Franchise, and—Effect of Election 
of Louis Napoleon as Emperor of the French. 
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The average attendance of the members has been about 
the same as heretofore, and the rule prohibiting adjournment 
of debates has worked efficiently. 

In conclusion, I think it may fairly be said, that the 
Society is progressing from all points of view in a very 
satisfactory manner. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society on Tuesday, the 27th June, 
Mr. Widdows in the chair, the question discussed was ‘ Is 
the present Government worthy of the confidence of the 
Country ?” 

The question was opened by Mr. Walters in the negative, 
which was the view adopted by the society by a narrow 
majority. 





= 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quorartion, June 29, 1865. 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.] 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 89 Annuities, April, ’85, — 
Ditto for Account, July 6—89% Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 
3 per Cent Reduced, 894 Ex Bills, £1000, 3-34 per Ct. 4 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 89} Ditto, £500, Do, 4s pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 — Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. 4 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 — Bank of England Stock, 5} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 1034 Ct. (last half-year), 2419 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stock, 10}p Ct. Apr. ’74 — Ind. Enf. Pr., 5 p C., Jan. 72, — 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent , May, ’79, — 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, ’64 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 — Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’66, — 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds,4 per Ct.,£1000, — pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. — | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, — pm 
RAILWAY STOCK. 





















































Shares.| Railways, Paid. | Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristoi and Exeter ...... 100 97 
Stock |} Caledonian............ 100 1335 
Stock | Edinburgh and Glasg oa 100 92 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ., 100 108 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .. 100 504 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 100 8 
Stock | Great Northern 100 132 
Stock Do., A Stock* ... 100 146 
Stock OD EINE “nc hestincosceursnsnepoutarsadsensakan 100 132 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland| 100 88 
Stock ; Great Western— Original ............ ..c:000 | 100 69) 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxford.. .! 100 48" 
Stock Do., do&—Newport ... a 100 48 
Stock Do., do.—Hereford ... 100 105 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire 100 122 
Stock | London and Blackwall .. 100 94 
Stock | London, Brighton, and S St.. 100 108 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover..... 100 41 
Stock | London and North-Western..... 100 1235 
Stock | London and South-Western ..... 100 | 99, 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln.. 100 | 62 
Stock | Metropolitan .| 100 | 143 
10 Do., New... . £4:10! 4p 
Stock | Midland 100 | 1343 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby 100 | 106 
Stock | North British ..........sscsssssssssessess 100 | 54 
Stock | North London 100 123 
10 Do., New, 1864 ... 5 64 
Stock | North Staffordshire... «| 100 81 
Stock | Scottish Central | 100 150 
Stock | South Devon .........cccccosceccceeeeres eve: | 100 58 
Stock | South-Eastern 84} 
Stock | Taff Vale......... 159 
10 DOs 1C-sisecsass 4 pm 
Stock | Vale of Neath 106 
Stock | West Cornwall 49 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





The prospectus has been issued of the London, Windsor, 
and Greenwich Hotels Company, with a capital of £500,000, 
in shares of £25 each, the object being to unite under one 
management those well-known houses, the Trafalgar, Ship, 
and Yatch Taverns, Greenwich; Castle and White Hart 
Hotels, Windsor; Radley’s Hotel, Blackfriars, and St. 
James’s Hall and Restaurant. Radley’s Hotel is to be re- 
built, and the two hotels at Windsor united. The price 
to be given for the lease and goodwill of the whole of 
the properties is £185,000, the furniture, wine, &c., being 
taken at valuation, The dividends are estimated to 





amount toa minimum of 15 per cent., and the vendors’ 
guarantee 10 per cent. for the first five years, One-fourth 
of the shares will be issued as fully paid up, and dividend 
allowed them from the date of payment. 





The directors of Barned’s Banking Company, propose to 
purchase and organize upon a broader basis the well-known 
business of Messrs. Barned and Co., in Liverpool, and for 
this purpose it is intended to raise a capital of £2,000,000. 
in 40.000 shares of £50 each. But only £20 per share, or 
£800,000, are to be called up at convenient intervals. The 
business of Messrs. Barned and Co. was established in 1809, 
and has been prosecuted with success, the partners enjoy- 
ing the highest respect and esteem for their prudent and 
liberal management. Besides large connections through- 
out England,it has long carried on most remunerative 
business in connection with the great cattle and 
provision trades of Scotland and Ireland, whose chief 
centre is in Liverpool. Messrs. Barned transfer the 
bank to the company for £160,000, payable in two years, 
the premises being taken at a valuation, and paid for at a 
future period. They are to take seats in the direction 
whilst retaining a large interest in the company; and they 
guarantee the payment of all debit balances standing in 
their books on the 1st day of July, from which date the 
business is to be made over to the company. Messrs, 
Prescott, Grote, Cave, & Co., are the London bankers., 





AMERICAN Justice.—Dr. Mackay gives the particulars of 
a curious American law case which may not be without 
serious political consequences. A certain Dr, Gwynne was 
accused of disloyal practices, and arrested by a detective 
named Baker, in the employment of Mr. Seward or Mr, 
Stanton. He was detained in prison for several weeks, dur- 
ing which time Baker seized his letters at the post office, in 
search of evidence to fix the charge brought against him. 
None was, however, found, and after a time Dr. Gwynne was 
discharged. He then brought an action against Baker for 
false imprisonment. To this the detective answered that he 
had the order of the President; but the judge directed the 
jury that the plea was invalid, and that the President was 
not the maker of the law but its creature, and that the ver- 
dict must consequently be for the plaintiff. The case will 
probably be carried before the Supreme Court, of which Mr. 
Chase is Chief Justice. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
June 26,—By Mr. Marsu. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 16, Ponsonby-terrace, Millbank; let at 
£30 per annum; term, 62 years unexpired; ground-rent, £66 per 
annum Sold for £340. 

Freehold residence, being No. 218, Camberwell-grove ; let at £60 per 
annum—Sold for £850. 

June 27.—By Messrs. Driver & Co. 

Freehold property, known as The Nether Hall, comprising mansion- 
house and 500 acres, with manor, situate near Bury 5st. Edmund’s, 
Suffolk—Sold for £36,800, 

June 29.—By Messrs. BEADEL. 

Freehold Estate, known as Warnham Court, situate in the parish 
of Warnham, Sussex, comprising mansion, with grounds, farm- 
house, homestead, cottages, buildings, and 381a Or 32p of arable, 
pasture, and wood land—Sold for £30,00) 

Freehold house, situate as above—Sold for £340. 

Freehold, 4 cottages, in Friday-street, Warnham—Sold for £400, 

Freehold Cottage, in Friday-street, Warnham—Sold for £200, 

Leasehold and copyhold estate, known as Abinger Hall, Abinger, 
Surrey, comprising a mansion, pleasure grounds, farm, with home- 
stead, cottages, and 117a Or 25p of pasture, wood, and forest land— 
Sold for £22,000, 

Freehold property, known as Sandford Mill, Springfield, Essex, com- 
prising residence, premises, cottage, and 7a 2r of land—Sold for 
£4,000. 

Freehold, 6 houses, shop, cow-house, &c., situate at Rothwell, York- 
shire—Sold for £660. _—— 

AT GARRAWAY’S. 
June 26.—By Mr. J. J. OrGILL. 

Frechold estate, known as Fleets Brewery, situate in Lowfield-street, 
Dartford, Kent, together with freehold and leasebold inns, public- 
honses, and houses, &c., situate in various parts of Kent.—Sold for 
£32,100. 

By Messrs. Danret Cronin & Sons. 

Lease, &c, of The Holland Arms public-house, Kensington, and 
premises attached—Sold for £10,200. 

By Mr. W. Moxon. 

Freehold estate, known as Townsend Farm, with 115 acres of land 
and homestead, situate at St. Albans, Herts—Sold for £8,150. 
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Leasehold, 2 houses, being Nos. 23 and 24, Crozier-terrace, Homer- 
ton ; term, 97 years unexpired; ground-rent, £5 per annum—Sold 


for £260. 
June 27.—By Mr. P. D. Tucker. d 

Freehold and copyhold estate, known as Walters Farm, situated at 
Ticehurst, Sussex, and comprising farmhouse and garden, build- 
ings, cottages, hop oust, and 142a 3r l4p of arable and pasture 
land— Sold for £3,430. 

By Messrs. E. and H. Lumiey. 

Freehold residence, known as Villa Amalthea, situate at Hythe, 
Hampshire—Sold for £2,400. 

By Messrs. Wartrers & Lovesoy. 

Freehold, 12a. Or. 12p. of building land, situate at Horton Kirby, 
Kent—Suld for £1,500. 

June 28.—By Messrs. FareBrotuEr, Cuark, & Co, 

Freehold Estate, known as Givon’s Grove, with Residence, Farm 
Premises, and 238a Or 3p of arable, pasture, meadow, and wood 
land, situate in the parishes of Leatherhead and Mickleham, Suriey 
—Sold for £44,000. 

Freehold Estate, known as Birch Grove, comprising residence, garden, 
stabling, and cottage, &c., containing 4a 3r situate at Mickleham, 
Surrey—Sold for £5,600. 

Freehold Premises, being No. 2, Birchin-lane, Cornhill, let on lease at 
£90 per annum—Sold for £6,050, 

Freehold Premises, being No. 3, Birchin-lane, Cornhill, let on lease at 
£200 per annvm—Sold for £6,050. 

Freehold Premises, being No. 71, Cheapside, let on lease at £400 per 
annum -—Sold for £8,020. 

By Messrs. Epwiy Fox & Bous¥FiELy. 

Freehold Estate of 130 acres of land, with homestead, situate in the 
parish of Mayfield, Sussex —Sold for £4,000. 

Leasehold Stabling, being No. 19, Green-street, Park-lane, with 
covered ride, coach house, and dwelling-house ; term, 20 years un- 
expired; ground rent, £50 per annum; also a stable at the end of 
the ride; term, 104 years unexpired; ground rent, £21 per annum— 
Sold for £1,400. 

Leasehold House and Shop, being No. 1, Tarlington-place, Edgware- 
road; let at £125 per annum; term, 80 years from 1849; ground 
rent, £22 per annum—Sold for £1,200. 

Leasehold House and Shop, being No. 2, Tarlington-place, aforesaid ; 
let at £15 per annum; term, 64 years unexpired; ground rent, £20 
per annum—Sold for £850, 

Leasehold, 3 Houses with Shops, being Nos. 3, 4, and 5, Tarlington- 
place, Edgware-road, producing £305 per annum; verm, 64 years 
unexpired ; ground rent, £60 per annum — Sold for £2,980, 

Leasehold House with Shop, being No. 9, T'arlington-place, aforesaid ; 
let at £100 per annum; term and ground-rent similar to above— 
Sold for £930. 

Leasehold House with 2 Shops, being Nos. 1, and la, Church-street, 
Edgware-road; let at £80 per annum; term, similar to above ; 
ground rent, £14 per annum—Sold for £930. 

Leasehold Improved Ground Rents of £63 per annum (for 99 years 
from 185 ), arising from houses and shops in Boston-terrace, Junc- 
tion-road, Holloway—Sold for £900. 

By Mr. Moxon. 

Copyhold residence, known as The Elms, Edmonton, with pleasure 
grounds, &c., containing about 2 acres; let at £90 per annum— 
Sold for £2,100. 

Freehold, 2 residences, situate at the top of Bruce-grove, Tottenham, 
producing £193 per annum—Sold for £3,190. 

Freehold meadow, in Bruce-grove, Tottenham, containing 3a 2r— 
Sold for £2,050. 

Freehold meadow, in Bruce-grove, Tottenham, containing 0a 3r— 
Sold for £875, 

June 29.—By Messrs. Cutnnock, GALswortay, & CHINNOCK. 

Freehold estate, situate at Epsom, Surrey, comprising residence, out- 
buildings, lodge, and 13a 2r 10p of land — Sold for £6,500, 

Leasehold house, being No. 13, Charlotte-street, Bedford-square; let 
at £95 per annum: term, 9} years unexpired; ground-rent, 
£10 9s. per annum—Sold for £1,000. 


AT THE BRIDGE HOUSE HOTEL. 
June 26.—By Messrs Brown & Ronents. 

Leasehold, hop warehouses and premises, known as No 1, King- 
street, Southwark; let at £755 7s. 6d. per annum, term, 99 years 
from 1862; ground-rent, £171 10s. per annum—Sold for £8,500. 

Freehold house, with garden and fruit plantation, about 2a, Or. 2Ip, 
Situate at Mereworth, Kent—Sold for £1,300. 

Freehold, about 3 acres of hop land, situate as above, also a cottage 
with garden—Sold for £500, 





AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
. June 23.—By Mr. Murrett. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 3, ‘The Grove, Brompton; let at £63 
per annum ; term, 83 years from 1844; ground-rent, £4 per annum 
—Sold for £682 10s. 

Leasehold, 5 houses, being Nos. 1, 2,3, 6,and 7, Salem-place, Water- 
lane, Hackney, producing £85 4s. per annum; term, 68 years from 
1824; ground-rent, £15 15s. per annum—Sold for £500. 

By Mr. Boyes. 

Freehold ground-rents amounting to £36 per annum, secured on 

residences in Clarendon-villas, Barnes-road, Surrey—Sold for £750 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 

COPPING—On June 26, at St. John’s Lodge, Kentish-town, the wife 
of 8. Copping, Esq., Solicitor, Godliman-street, Doctors’-commons, 
of ason. 

0’ HAGAN—On June 20, at Dublin, the wife of Arthur O’Hagan, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a son, 

REDINGTON—On June 22, at Dublin, the wife of S. P. Redington, 
Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

SWEKLETON—On June 18, at Dublin, the wife of R. W. Shekleton, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, ofa daughter. 





MARRIAGES. 

BATES—RICHARDSON—On June 21, at Oundle, J. H. Bates, Esq., 
Merchant, Leicester, to Elizabeth, daughter of Robert Richardson, 
Esq , Solicitor, of the former place. 

DINSDALE—ENGLAND—On June 10, at St. George’s, Hanovere 
square, F, Dinsdale, Esq., Judge of County Courts, to Fanny W., 
daughter of the late J. Englaud, Esq., Somerset. 

HARRIS—SANDERS—On June 26, at the Parish Church, Edgbaston, 
the Rev. W. C. Harris, of Brazenose College, Oxford, to Anne M. L., 
daughter of G. W. Sanders, Esq., Barrister at-Law, Edgbaston, 
H.M.’s Commissioner of Bankruptcy for Birmingham. 

NEWTON—ROFFE—On June 27, at St. Mary’s, Newbury, J. B. New- 
ton, Esq., Solicitor, Liverpool, to Frances E., daughter of the late 
C. Roffe, Esq., Thachan, Berks. 

PRICE—PEPPERCORN—On June 20, at the Holy Trinity Church, 
Cuckfield, Sussex, J. J. Price, Esq., Ceylon Civil Service, son of the 
late J. Price, Esq., District Judge of Jaffna, Ceylon, to Madaline, 
daughter of the late J. W. Peppercorn, Esq., Oatland, Surrey. 

SNOW—NIXON—On June 22, at Illingworth Church, Yorkshire, the 
Rev. J. Snow, to Edith J., daughter of the late F. Nixon, Esq., 
Solicitor, Bristol. 

TEMPLE—WOODCOCK—On June 22, at Croydon Old Church, J. A. 
Temple, Esq., Bloomsbury-equare, and Croydon, Solicitor, to 
Matilda S., daughter of R. J. Woodcock, Esq., Croydon, 

DEATHS, 

BAKER—On June 22, at Chipping Ongar, Essex, W. Baker, Esq., Soli- 
citor, aged 69. 

i ag Juue 19, at Aylesbury, J. Brooks, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 83. 

EDWARDS—On June 15, at Cork, Susanna, relict of James Edwards, 
a and daughter of the late Edward Colter, Esq., Solicitor, 
Bandon. 

FENTON—On June 18, at Teignmouth, J. H. W. Fenton, Esq., M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, Kufforth Manor, Yorkshire, and Strand-on-the- 
green, Middlesex, aged 32. 

LEYNE—On June 19, at Dublin, Maurice Leyne, Esq., Barrister-at- 


Law. 

O’HARA—On June 17, at Dublin, Charles O’Hara, Esq., Crown Solici- 
tor for the county of Sligo. 

PIGGOTT— Un June 24, S. Piggott, Esq., of Fitzhall, Sussex, and Lin- 
coln’s-inn, Barrister-at- Law, aged 71. 

SELIVIN—On June 25, the Hon. Mrs. Selivin, daughter of the late 
Lord Lyndhurst, aged 44. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 
Uinding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 


Fripay, June 23, 1865, 
LimirEp In CHANCERY. 

Brighton Brewery Company (Limited).—The creditors of the above- 
named company are required, on or before July 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Fredk Whinney, 5, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Land Credit Company of Ireland (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented June 22, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
Rolls on July 1. Monckton & Monckton, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s: inn, solicitors for the petitioners. 

London and Paris Hotel Company (Limited).—Petition for winding- 
up, presented June 17, directed to be heard before the Master of 
the Rolls on July 1. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry-chambers, solici- 
tors for the petitioners. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Calefornian Gold Mining Company.—Vice-Chancellor Kinders- 
ley wili, at his chambers, on Monday, July 3, at 12, appoint an 
official liquidator of this company. 

TvEspAy, June 27, 1865. 
LimitTep IN CHANCERY, 

British Zine White Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Wood has 
fixea July 10 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

Cardiff Gas Consumers’ Company (Limited).—Petition for winding- 
up, presented June 21, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Wood on July 8. Wrentmore & Son, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Engltsh Widows’ Fund and General Life Assurance Association.— 
Vice-Chancellor Wood will, on July 5 at 2, at his chambers, proceed 
to make a call for £1 15s. per share on the several persons who are 
settled on class A of the list of contributories. 


Friendly Socteties Dissolved. 
Tvespay, June 27, 1865, 
Customs Officers Friendly Society, 2, Wellington-pl, Coronation-rd, 
Bristol, June 23. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, June 23, 1865. 
Alford, John Lush, Salisbury, Wilts, Gent. July 20, 
Alford, M.R. 
Bear, Jonathan, Little Fransham, Norfolk, Farmer. July 30. Beary 
Bear, M.R. 
Croft, Thos, Lpool, Soap Manufacturer. July 20. Croft v Croft, V.C. 
Wood. 
Hiley, Roger, Lincoln, Currier. July 18. Lincoln and Lindsey Bank- 
ing Co v Hiley, M.R. , : 
McCardie, Jas Hessing, Birm, Merchant. July 20. Martin v Dickson, 
V.C. Wood, 
Mann, John, Longdon, Stafford, Farmer. July 21. Winterton» Mann, 
V.C. Kindersley. ‘ 
Moore, Kebecca Mary, Bengeo, Hertford, Spinster. July 21. 
Moore, V.C. Stuart. 5 
Morg n, Eliz, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Widow. July4. Back v Hale, 
V.C. Wood. 


Attwood v 


Moore v 
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ee Francis, Bristol, Spinster. July 21. Petheram v Taylor, 

Stuart. 

Steer, Wm, Palace-garden-villas, Kensington, Gent. July 17. Webster 
v Lev ick, M.R. 

Tuck, Hy, ’Aldersgate- st, Printer. July 25. Morgan v Tuck, M.R. 

Wordsworth, John, Penrith, Cumberland, Esq. July 26. Smith v 
Parkin, V.C. Kindersley. 

Tuxzspay, June 27, 1865, 

Beard, Thos, Bath, Esq. Oct 1. Birmingham v Giddings, M.R. 

Carter, Edwd, Anchor-ter, Mawbey-rd, Old Kent-rd, Gent. July 24. 
West v Carter, V. C. Stuart. 

a= , Eltham, Kent, Esq. July 17. Chester v Chester, V. C. 

‘00! 

Coulthard, Wm, mae mn Contractor. July 20. Coult- 
hard v Dewhurst, V. C. V 

Crowther, Thos, W: aheticld, Pork, Woollen Merchant. July 25, Child 
v Crowther, V.C. Wood. 

Macdermot, John Chas, Hamilton-ter, St John’s Wood, Esq. Oct 2. 
Dolan v Macdermot, M.R. 

McPherson, Alfred, Upper Whitecross-st, Builder. July 24. Howard 
v McPherson, V. C. Stuart. 

Simpson, Thos Anthony, Aberford, York, Farmer. July 24. Simp- 
son v Simpson, V. C. Stuart. 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Wiel. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, June 23, 1865, 

Best, Wm Butler, Blakebrook-house, Kidderminster, Worcester, Esq. 
Augl. Reece & Harris, Birna. 

Blunt, Reginald Heber, Gibraltar, Ensign in H. M.’s 9th Regiment of 
Foot. Aug 10. Lomer, Southampton. 

Davey, Steph, Redruth, Cornwall, Esq. Aug 12. Downing, Redruth. 

Fitch, Alfred, Queen’s-rd, Bayswater, Mddx, Provision Dealer, Aug 
1, Clapham, Bishopsgate. 

Haslam, Wm, Stoney Houghton, Derby, Yeoman. July 20. Wood- 
cock, Mansfield, Notts. 

Heald, Geo, Cheyne-walk, Chelsea, Mddlex, Esq. Aug 21. Birch & 
Ingram, Lincoln’s-inn- ‘field S. 

Hinds, Josiah Edwin, Newcastle- -under-Lyme, Solicitor. July 31. 
Slaney & Winstanley, Newcastle. 

Lyon, Barbara, Bedford-ter, Clapham-rise, Surrey, Widow. June 8. 
Walker, Beaufort-buildings, Strand. 

Pocklington, Mary, City-rd, Mddx, Widow. July 29. Smith & 
Son, Holborn, 

Reed, ” steph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor. Sept 1. Cram & 
Legge, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Snow, Peter, Little Waltham, Essex, Farmer. July 20. Wilson, 
Chelmsford, 

Stocker, Chas, Acton, Middx, Stud Groom. July 31. Treherne & 
Wolferstan, Aldermanbur: 


y: | 
Stone, Ann, South-st, Islington, Middx, Widow. Aug. Thistle- | 


waite, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Tvespay, June 27, 1865. 
Barton, Joseph, Alresford, Essex, Farmer. July 20. Turner & Deane, 
Colchester. 
Bryant, Francis, Maida-vale West, Esq. Sept 1. Julius, Bucking- 
am-st, Adelphi, 
Culley, Richa, Norwich, Merchant. Aug5, Winter & Son, Norwich. 





Ede, Joseph, sen, Dorking, Surrey,Gent, Sept 29. Broughton, Vins- , 


bury-sq 

Mead, ik Good Easter, Essex, Farmer. Aug 31, Duffield, 
Chelmsford. 

Moore, Thos, Burton Overy, Leicester, Esq. Sept 23. Miles & Co., 
Leicester. 

= Wm, Wigan, Lancaster, Auctioneer. Sept !. Leigh & Son, 

igan, 

Phillimore, Geo, Shiplake House, Oxford, Q.C. July 28. Walters & 
Co, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Powell, Rev Thos, Kidderminster, Worcester, Clerk. Aug 1. Day, 
Kidderminster. 

Robinson, Bridget Ann, Lpool, Widow. July 22 
Lpool. 

Snow, Peter, Little Waltham, Essex, Farmer. July 20. Wilson, 
Chelmsford, 


Weeds vegistered pursuant to Bankruptey et, 1861. 
Frivay, June 23, 1865, 
ae. Richd, Lewisham, Kent, Ironmonger. June 5. Comp. Reg 


Teebay & Lynch, 


e 22. 
Ballard, Joseph T: aylor, Bedford, Draper. May 16. Comp. Reg June 


ee Joseph, Manch, Smallware Dealer. May 25. Cony. Reg 
June 22. 

Cox, Hy, Hulme, Manch, Banker’s Clerk. June 17. Asst. Reg 
June 2), 

Daniels, Wm Hy, jun, Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Tailor. May 23. Comp. 
Reg June 20. 

Diespecker, Louis, Mark-lane, Wine Merchant. 
Reg June 22. 

a cosh Geo Bray, Devonport, Devon, Grocer. May 30. Conv. Reg 
une 22, 

Dixon, Jeremiah, Oldham, Lancaster, Draper. May 26. Asst. Reg 
une 21, 

Dobie, ~—. Soesaete spon: tyam, Travelling Draper. 
Cony. Reg June 

Dover, Geo Edwin, Ceakesheedl, Essex, Hardwareman, May 24, Asst. 
Reg June 21. 

Fenwick, Ralph, Regent-st, Lambeth-walk, Firework Maker. June 20, 
Comp. Reg June 22. 

Force, Hy Geo, Exeter, Tailor. May 23. Comp. Reg June 20, 

French, Wm, Melbourne, Cambridge, Builder. May 25. Comp. Reg 
June 21. 

Green, Austin, Bilston, Stafford, Draper. June 15. Comp. Reg 
June 23. 

Hall, Thos Parkinson, Fleetwood, Lancastar, Innkeeper. May 23. 
Cony. Reg June 20, 


June 13. Comp. 


May 26. 


| Collins, Jas, Store-st, Bedford-sq, Builder. 


| Ducker, Hy, Sheffield, Grocer. June 1. Asst, 





Hinks, Jos, Birm, Wood Turner. May 24. Conv. Reg June 21. 
Howard, Aaron, Manch, Fishmonger. June 13. Comp. Reg June20. 
—— oo, Holborn- hill, Tobacconist. June 5. Asst. Reg 
une 21. 
Jones, Wm Hy, St John’s Wood-ter, Middlesex. May 23, Comp. 
Reg June 20. 
Jones, John, Bilston, Stafford, Tailor. May 25. Conv. Reg June 22. 
— i ‘stratford, Middlesex, Oilman, June !. Comp, Reg 
une 2' 
Kennet, ‘Chas, Waterloo-rd, Surrey, Boot Maker. June 7. Comp. 
Reg June 22. 
Knapton, Wm Hy, Chas Knapton, & Allen Fletcher, York, Iron- 
founders, June 17. Conv. Reg June 22. 
Lait, Alfred, Bungay, Draper. May 31. Conv. Reg June 22. 
Maslen, Jonah, Bath, Grocer. June6, Comp. Reg June 23, 
Mathews, Jas, Caledonian-rd, Islington, Hosier. May 23. Comp. 
Reg June 19. 
Pascoe, Richd, Penzance, Cornwall, Shipowner. June 16. Conv. 
Reg June 23. 
— York, Berlin Wool Dealer. May 26. Conv. Reg 
une 22, 
Raper, Saml, & Wm Hardy, Leeds, York, Stone Merchants. May 30. 
Asst. Reg June 21, 
es Wm Sanderson, Egremont, Chester, May 23. Comp. Reg 
une 20, 
Reed, Wm, & Hy only, 6 y Commonsiol. - Shoreditch, Oil Merchants. 
June 12. Inspectorship. Reg June 2 
Roberts, Edwd, Northampton, Shoe Receheneies June 9. Comp. 
Reg June 22, 
gore Ww “y Brightside, York, Merchant’s Clerk. May 29. Asst. 
Reg June 2 
Summerskill, or m, Manch, Timber Merchant. May 30. Conv. Reg 
une 21 
Swift, Mary, Ripley, Grocer. May 26. Cony. Reg June 20. 


| Teasdale, Joseph, Hulme, Mauch, Grocer. May 30. Comp. Reg 


June 22, 
—* Geo, Leeds, York, Stone Merchant, May 26. Comp. Reg 
21. 


W ardlewarth, Thos, Manch, Manufacturer. June 13. Conv. Reg 
une 22 
Watkins, bi Hy, Portsea, Hants, Wine Merchant. June 1, Comp. 
Reg June 2 
W hiteley, Jas, Halifax, Waste Dealer. May 29, Asst. Reg June 22. 
Whitelegg, Thos, Manch, Hatter. May 31. Comp. Reg June 22. 
Williams, Wm Maurice, Robt Thos Bartlett, & John Lawrence Gadd, 
West Ham, Essex, Chemical Bleachers. May 24. Asst. Reg June 21. 
bas ghey Emily, Millbrook, Southampton, Widow. June l4. Comp. 
e une 
Wood, W og *Sheftield, York, Corn Dealer. May 24. Comp. Reg 
June 22, 
Tvgspayr, June 27, 1865. 


Agutter, Edwd, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. May 30. Comp. 
eg June 26, 

Andrew 8, Geo, aud Chas Chater Barrett, High-st, Whitechapel, Boot- 
makers, June 10. Asst. Reg June 23. 

Balch, Jabez, Park-pl, Loughborough-rd, Brixton, Gent. June 21. 
Asst. Reg June 26, 

Brown, Jas, Wallsend, Northumberland, Baker. June2. Asst. Reg 
June 26, 

Carter, John, & Thos Taylor, Halifax, York, Woollen Manufacturers. 
June 10. Conv. Reg June 26. 

June 22. Comp. Reg 

June 26. 

Reg June 26, 

Dunne, Timothy, Lpool, Poulterer. June 24, Conv. Reg June 27. 

Edwards, Wm, Lpool, Outfitter. May 30. Conv. Keg June 26. 

Edwards, Wm, Northwich, Chester, Hotel Keeper. May 30. Comp. 
Reg June 24, 

Farrage, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tobacconist. June 12, Asst. 
Reg June 23. 

Fenwick, Edwd, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Flour Dealer. June 13, Conv. 
Reg June 24, 

Greenhill, Jas Chas, Winchester-buildings, Old Broad-st, Merchant, 
May 27. Comp. Reg June 26. 

Hebdon, John Hy, Preston, Lancaster, Banker’s Clerk, May 29, 
Comp. Reg June 23. 

Hennessey, John, Wardour-st, Soho, Furniture Dealer. June 5. 
Comp. Reg June 23, 

Jones, Jas, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Higgler. June i0. Cony. 
Reg Juve 26. 

Knowles, Jas, Bolton, Lancaster, Solicitor. May 27. Conv. Reg 
June 24. 

Lanfear, Hy John, Norton St Philip, Somerset. May 29. Comp. Reg 
June 24, 

Leach, Wm, Joshua Pickup Beswick, & Thos Edge, Over Darwen, 
Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturers. June 1. Asst. Reg June 26. 

Luke, Thos, Bristol, Brass Founder. June 9, Asst. Reg June 26. 

Lyles, John 'tooney, Heydon, Essex, Farmer. May 31. Asst. Reg 
June 26, 

McCallum, Donald, Manch, Manufacturer. June 17. Asst. Reg 
June 27. 

Hess, Ralph, Lpool, Merchant. June2l. Conv. Reg June 26. 

Hodges, John, Tunbridge, Kent, Coach Builder, June 1. Comp. Reg 
June 22. 

Hoyle, Chas Earnshaw, Totties, Kirkburton, York, Woollen Cloth 
Manufacturer. May 30. Comp. Reg June 24. 

Hudson, Thos Twells, Scrooby, Nottingham, Veterinary Surgeon. 
May 27. Asst. Reg June 23. 

Hyde, Wm, Nether Compton, Dorset, Yeoman, June 14. Comp, Reg 
June 26, 

Ivens, Chas Fettiplace,& Wm Edwd Chessell, Bristol, Merchants. 
May 27. Conv. RegJune 24. 

Ivens, Richd, Bristol, Ship Owner. May 29. Conv. Reg June 26, 

Jack, —_ Fore-st, General Toy Merchant. June 2. Comp. Reg 
Jure 2 

eon en" Bradford, York, Woolstapler. June 14, Asst. Reg 
une 2 





—— 
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MacLeod, Norman, Birm, Draper. June1l. Cony. Reg June 24. 
ey: Newcastle-under-Lyme, Tea Dealer. May 29. Asst. Reg 


une 26, 

May, Elijah, Stamford-st, Blackfriars-rd, Warehouseman. June 20. 
Comp. Reg June 26. 

Miller, Hy, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Builder, June 1. Asst. 
Reg June 27. 

Moore, Richd, Bath, Grocer. May 26. Asst. Reg June 23. 

Mordue, Edwin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Stationer. June 
Reg June 26, 

Mulford, Wm Frdk, Howard’s-pl, Kensington-pk-rd, General Shop- 
keeper. June24, Conv. Reg June 27. 

Nicholson, Saml, Fakenham, Norfolk, Druggist. May 30. Conv. 
Reg June 27. 

Sapreae evel, Tipton, Stafford, Engineer. May 26. Comp. Reg 
une 23. 

Read, Mary, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. June 20. Comp. Reg 
June 26. 


Smith, Jeremiah & John Walker, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Iron | 
| Griffiths, Evan, Llangynoed, Glamorgan, Contractor, 


Braziers. May 30. Asst. Neg June 24, 

Smith, Hope, Haydon-sq, Minories, Cork Merchant. June 15. Asst. 
Reg June 26. 

Smith, Wm, Lpool, Bookseller. June 22. Conv. Reg June 24. 

Stevens, Thos, Coventry, Manufacturer. May 30. Asst. Reg June 26. 

Sykes, John, Huddersfield, York, Wool Merchant. June 15. Comp. 
Reg June 26. 

Taylor, Jas, Manch, Painter. May 27. Comp. Reg June 26. 

Turner, Hy, Manch, WholesaleGrocer. June 14. Comp. Reg June 26. 

Williams, John, Cruckton Mill, Salop, Miller. May 30. Asst. Reg 
June 26. 

Windas, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Linen Draper. June 15. Comp. 
Reg June 26, 

Woollatt, Geo, Derby, Upholsterer. May 31. Asst. Reg June 26. 


Bankrupts. 
Faipay, June 23,1865, 
To Surrender in London. 


Allan, David Moir, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June16. July | 
8 at 1. | Jeavons, Job, Bilston, Welverhampton, Miner. 


Armistead, Theodore, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 17. July 
Satll. Aldridge. 

Benham, Hy, junr, Eynsford, Kent, Butcher. 
at 12. Peek & Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Benabo, Abraham, Cannon-st-rd, St George’s-in-the-East, General 
Dealer. Pet June 17. July 3at1. Olive, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Bennett, John Jas, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Draper. Pet June 20. 
July at 2. Gibbs, Poultry. 

Bethell, The Hon. Richd, Stanmore, Barrister-at-Law. Pet June 19. 
July 8 at I. ean Old Jewry. 

Blinko, Wm, Mill-hill-ter, Acton, Cattle Salesman. Pet June 19, 
July 3at 1. Treherne & Wolferstau, Aldermanbury. 

Brooks, Wm, Downham-market, Norfolk, out of business. 
16. July 5at1. Wood & Reed, Bucklersbury. 

Dawes, Richd, Abbey-rd, St John’s-wood, Surgeon. Pet June 21. July 
8at12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Dillon, Cornelius MacLoghlin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 
19. July 8atll. Parkes, Strand. 

Edgington, Edwin Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jun: 16. 
July 8 at ll. 

Evans, Evan, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes. Adj June 19, July 8 at 12. 

Field, Wm, Jabez, Southampton, Wine Merchant. Pet June 21. 
July 12at 12. Mackay, Southampton. 

Fisher, Thos Riehd, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
Sati. Aldridge. 

Greenwood, John Thos, High-st, Kingsland, Dairyman. Pet June 20. 
July 5atll. Wilkinson, Chancery-lane. 

Hicks, Chas Thos, Tooley-st, Merchant. 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 


Pet June 20. July 8 


Pet June 


2. Cony. | 


| 
| 
| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| Hall, Mark, Ford, Northumberland, Mason. 


| Illingworth. Wm Birch, Blackburn, 


| 


| Jones, Rice, Presteigne, Radin 


| Shellard, Amelia, Prisoner for Debt, Monmouth. 


Adj June i6. July | 


| Taylor, Richd, Manch, Beer Retailer. 


Pet June 19. July 5 at 2. 
| 


Hook, Joseph, Two Waters, Hertford, Bricklayer. PetJune19. July 


8atll. Olive, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Jameson, Hy Jas, Aldgate, Estate Agent. Pet June 17. July 5 at |. 
Bradley, Fenchurch-st. 


Jones, Saml, Old-st, St Luke’s, Upholsterer. Pet June 15. July 5 at 
12. Steadman. Coleman-st. 
Josslyn, John Underwood, King’s-rd, Chelsea, no business. Pet June 


19. July 5at2. Clark, St Paul’s-churchyard. 
Lightfoot, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. AdjJune 16. July 8 atl. 
Luck, John Mackness, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16. 

July3 atl. Aldridge. 

Millar, Geo, Desborough-pl, Harrow-rd, Licensed Victualler. Pet 

June 20. July 5at ll. Walter & Moojen, Bloomsbury. 

Phillipson, Jas Wm, Goswell-st, St Luke’s, Printer. Pet June 19. 

July 3atl. Laund & Kent, Strand. 

Robertson, Wm, Carlton-rd, Kilburn, out of business. 

July 5at 11. Reed, Guildhall-chambers. 

Shield, Matthew, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16, July 8 at 12. 

Smith, Allon, Battersea-park, Retailer of Beer. Pet June 21. July 8 
at 12, Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Smyth, Sydney, Prisoner for Debt, London. 

July 5at2. Atkinson, High Holborn. 
Stevens, John, Prisoner for Debt, London 

July 5at 11. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Wauthier, Jules, Prisoner for Debt, London. 

July 5at 2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Webb, Jas Cantrill, Porttand-st, Soho, Pipemaker. 

July 8 atl. Lewis, Gt Marlborough-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 
Ames, Edwd, Mole, Flint, out of business. Pet June 19, 
5at12. Henry, Lpool. 
Britten, Fredk, Doynton, Gloucester, Builder. 

July 5at ll. Beckingham, Bristol. 
Chaffey, John Jas, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Tobacconist. Pet June 20. 

Newport, July 5at 1. Bousfield, Ventnor. 

Champitt, Susanna, St Thomas, Devon, Linen Draper. Pet June 19. 

Exeter, July 6 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Clinton, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Hay Dealer. Pet June 8, 

Wolverhampton, July 11 at 12. Thurstans, Wolverhampton. 


Pet June 21, 


Pet June 20 (for pau). 
Pet June 21 (for pau). 
Pet June 19 (for pau). 


Pet June 22, 


Lpool, July 
Pet June 20. Bristol, 


; Walker, Jas, Ibstock, Leicester, Brewery Agent. 





| Edwards, Austin, Wells, Somersetshire, out of business. 


| Green, John Crocombe, Wellington, Somerset, Comm Agent. 


Coley, Jas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Tinman. Pet June 17. Kid- 
derminster, July 13 at 10. Corbet, Kidderminster. 

Cockroft, Elijah, & Timothy Robertshaw, Bradford, York, Worsted 
Manufacturers. Pet June 17. Leeds, July 3atll. Cariss & Tem- 
pest, Leeds. 

Crook, Chas, Egerton, Lancashire, Stone Mason. Pet Junel9. Bol- 
ton, July 5at 10. Glover & Ramwell, Bolton. 

Crosher, Jas, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet June 13. Birm, July 11 at 11. 
Heath, Nottingham. 

Eden, Peter, Manch, Man Servant. 
9.30. Sutton, Manch. 


Pet June 20. Manch, July 11 at 


Pet June 


20. Wells, July 8 at 12. Reed, Bridgwater. 


| French,°Christopher, Rotherham, York, Tailor. Pet June 19. Rother- 


ham, July 12 at 1. Hirst, Rotherham. 

Pet 
June 19. Wellington, July 10 at 11. 

Greenham, Wm, Henstridge, Somerset, Tailor. 
canton, July 8atll. Watts, Yeovil. 


Cook, jun, Bridgwater. 
Pet June 19, Win- 


Pet June 20. 
Bridgend, July 8at 12. Tripp, Swansea. 

Groves, John, Evesham, Worcester, Innkeeper. 
sham, July 4d atil. Eades, Evesham. 

Haigh, Hy, Halifax, Woolstapler. Pet June 2i, Leeds, July 3 at 11. 
Simpson, Leeds. 


Pet June 16. Eve- 


Pet June 19. Wooler, 
July 12 at 3. Weatherhead, Berwick-upon-Tweed. 

Hanson, Geo, Rotherham, York, Publican. Pet June 17 (for pau). 
Rotherham, July 12 at 1. Mason, York. 

Hasson, Aaron, York, out of business. Pet May 29. Huddersfield, 
July 6at 10. Mason, York. 

Hill, Ann, Shaw Crompton, Lancaster, out of business. 
Oldham, July 6 at 12. Ascroft, Oldham. 

Humphreys, Edwd, Wrexham, Denbigh, Railway Contractor. Pet 
June 9. Lpool, July 5at ll. Cartwright, Chester. 

Lancaster, Attorney’s Clerk. 
Pet June 20. Manch, July 4at 11. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 

James, Anna Maria, Bath, Somerset, Clothier. Pet June 14, Bristol, 
July 5at 11. King & Plummer, Bristol. 


Pet June 19. 


Pet June 19. Wolver- 
Lowe, Dudley. 


hampton, July 11 at 12. " 
r, Huntsman. PetJune20, Presteigne, 





July 7 at 12. Cheese, Kir n. 
Jones, Thos, Northop, Flint, ‘Timber Merchant. PetJune 20, Lpool, 
July 5at 12. Goldrick, Lpool. 
Lambert, Geo Fredk. Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet 
June 17. Kingston-upon Hull, July 7 atl. Reed & Abbey, Hull. 
Marsden, Oliver, Cleckheaton, York, Tailor. Pet June 20. Bradford, 
July 14 at9.45. Hill, Bradford. 

Meek, Wm. Huddersfield, York, General Provision Dealer. 
10. Huddersfield, July 6 at 10. Moseley, Huddersfield. 

Nelson, John, Ossett, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet June 21. Leeds, 
July 3at1!. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Peters, Thos, Collompton, Devon, Basket Maker. 
ton, June 30 at 11. Cockram, Tiverton. 

Redfern, Hy, Nottingham, Plumber. Pet June 20. 
ll. Buttery, Nottingham. 

Sawyer, Abraham, Prisoner for Debt, York. 
July llat 10. Hill, Bradford, 





Pet June 


Pet June 16. Tiver- 
Birm, July 11 at 
Bradford, 
Adj June 13. 


Adj May 20. 


) Mon- 
Williams, Monmouth. 


mouth, July 6 at 11, 
Pet June 21. 


Smith, Wm, Manch, Agent. 
Eltoft, Manch. 

Sully, Wm, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Builder. 
Bristol, July 3 atll. Bramble & Blackburne, Bristol. 

Pet June 19. Manch, July 11 


Manch, July 3 at 11. 
Pet June 1%, 


at 9.30. Ritson, Manch. 

Tollerton, Wm Nicholson, Lincoln, Photographic Artist. Pet June 
17. Leeds, July 12 at 12. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 
Trenam, Arthur, Mansfield, Nottingham, Painter. 

Mansfield, July 10 at 11. Cursham, Mansfield 


Pet June 19. 


Pet June 20. Mar- 
ket Bosworth, July 5 at 11. Dewes. Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 

Walker, Saml, Wolverhampton, Warechousemau. Pet June 6, Wol- 
verhampton, July Il at 12. Turner, Wolverhampton. 

Wilkinson, Wm Walker, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cordwainer, 
20, Kingston-upon-Hull, July 7 at 2.30. Summers, Hull, 


Pet June 


Tvespay, June 27, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 
Adler, Joseph, St Peter’s-sq, Hammersmith, Coach Builder. Pet June 
24. July 20 at 1. Cooper, St Martin’s-lane. 
Ballard, Hannah, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16, July 21 
at 12. 


Beckwith, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 21 (for pan). 
July 8 at 11. Rodwell, Connaught-ter, Edgware-rd. 

Bleriot, Chas, Coventry-st, Haymarket, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 
15 July 8at 12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Boura, Julien Aime, Dean-st, Soho, Dyer’s Assistant. Pet June 22. 
July 12 at 12. Clarke, St Mary’s-sq, Paddington. 

Brooks, Fredk, Penge, Surrey, Builder. Pet June 23. July 10 at 12. 
Tucker, New City-chambers, Bishopsgate. 

Butler, John, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone, Adj June 19. July 12 


at 2. 

Chase, Richd Fredk March, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 2) 
(for pau). July 8atl, Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Church, Wm Geo, Bromley, Kent, Builder. Pet June 21, July 12 at 
11. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Cobb, Nathaniel John, Brighton, Soda Water Manufacturer. Pet 
June 23. July 15 atl}. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Corry, John Heaford, Prisoner for Debt, London. Bet June 24 (for 
pan). July !2at2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Dell, Robt Simonds, Hughenden, Bucks, Farmer. Pet June 21. July 
12at11. Porter, Cambridge-ter, Hyde-pk. 

Duke, Robt Clifford, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 21 (forpau). 
July 10 at11. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Elcock, Hy Boon, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 24 (for pau). 
July 10at12, Atkinson, High Holborn. 
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Flood, Jas, St Mary’s-ter, Bishop’s-rd, Paddington, House Agent. Pet 
June 24, July 12 at2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Foxley, Ben, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 20 (forpau). July 
12 at 12. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Garnuchot, Julien de Petigny, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 
20. July 20 at 1. 

Green, Wm, Fulham, Builder. Pet June 22. July 12 atl. Pullen, 
Chancery-lane. 

Hamilton, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. July 8 
at ll. Graham, Coleman-st. 

Hardy, Jas Kelita, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June 21 (for pau). 
July 8 atl. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Harris, Edwin Lockhart, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16. 
July 12 at 1. 

Hart, John, Goodman’s-yard, Minories,Licensed Victualler. Pet June 
22. July 8at 12. Chalk, Coleman-st-buildings. 

Hensman, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June 23 (for pau). 
July 10 at 12. Davis, Gt Tower-st. 

Hope, Friend Allen, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May19. July 
10 at 12. Aldridge. 

Hudson, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. July8atil. 
Graham, Coleman-st. 

Hughes, Jas Butler, Croydon, Surrey, no occupation. Pet June 22, 
July 8atl. Parkes, Beaufort-buildings. 

Jones, John Reece, Marylebone-lane, Draper. Pet June 24. July 12 
at 2. Jones, Size-lane. 

Joyce, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 20(for pau). July 
8at12. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Leech, Wm, Prisoner tor Debt, London. Adj June 17, July 20 at 1. 

MacMillan, Alex, King’s-rd, Ball’s Pond-rd, Tailor, Pet June 21. 
July 15at 11. Hall, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

— Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16. July 12 


at |. 

Motion, Geo, Walbrook, Wine Merchant. Pet May 29. July 15 at 11. 
Chidley, Old Jewry. 

O’Flynn, David, Croydon, Carman. Pet June 22. July 10 at 11. 
Parry, Croydon. 

Pearse, Livian Benson, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19, 
July 20 at 1. 

Pearson, John Adam, Ewell, Surrey, Saddler. Pet June 19, July 8at 
Il. Silvester, Gt Dover-st, Newington. 
Philp, Robt Kemp, Colebrook-row, Islington, Publisher. Pet June 21. 
July 12 at ll, Forbes & Horwood, Warnford-ct, Throgmorton-st. 
Pugh, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet June 22 (for pau). July 
12 at 1. Tonge, Camden-st, Camden-town. 

Reade, Francis Nevil, Isleworth, Middx, no occupation. Pet June 23. 
July 12 at 2. Watson, Cannon-st. 

Ring, Jas Chas, & John Wainman, James-st, Kennington-pk, Builders. 
Pet June 21. July 10 at 11. Langton, Walbrook. 

Sibun, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. July 10 
atl2. Aldridge. 

— on Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16. July 

a 


Smith, John Woodley, Glebe-ter, Rotherhithe, out of business. Pet 
June 23. July bat ll. Ody, Trinity-st Southwark. 
Staunton, Catherine Josephine, Chesterfield-st, King’s-cross, Widow. 
Pet June 23, July 15 at 11. Edmunds, Bride’s-avenue, Fleet-st. 
Thorn, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16. July 12 at 1. 
Traubat, Felix, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 24 (for pau). 
July 21 at ll. Atkinson, High Holborn. 

Webb, Hy, Kingsland-rd, Cabinet Maker. Pet June 2]. July 12 at 
12. Steadman, Gt Leonard-st, Finsbury. 

Woodroffe, John, jun, Ewell, Surrey, Boot Maker. Pet Juno 19. July 
8ati1l. Silvester, Gt Dover-st, Newington. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Atkin, John, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, York, Engine Driver. Pet 
June 17. Huddersfield, Aug 3 at 10. Leeroyd, Huddersfield. 

eo Wm, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 17. Leeds, July 7 
at 12. 

Breach, Chas Robt, Oxton, Chester, Merchant. Pet June 22, Lpool, 
July 4at12. Forshaw & Co, Lpool. 

Brindle, Joshua, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 14. Black- 
burn, July 10 atl. Radcliffe, Blackburn. 

Brooks, Wm, Oldswinford, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 
22. Stourbridge, July 10 at 10. Corbett, Kidderminster. 

Conlon, Jas, Manch, Emery and Glass Paper Manufacturer. Pet June 
24. Salford, July 8 at 9.30. Smith, Manch. 

Cooke, Mary Jane, Birkenhead, Chester, Widow. Pet June 23. Lpool, 
July 7at1!. Best, Lpool. 

Cross, Thos, Penn, nr Wolverhampton, Stafford, Iron Manufacturer. 
Pet June 23, Birm, July 7 at 12. Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Cunliffe, John, & Frederick Piggott, Blackburn, Lancaster, Cotton 
Manufacturers. Pet June 22. Manch, July 7 at11, Wood, Manch, 

Dalis, Robt Tomlinson, Prisoner for Debt, York. Pet June 13. York, 
July 6 at 12.30. Harle, Leeds. 

Dixon, Sarah, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 14, Hasling- 
den, July 18 at 12. Hackhouse, Blackburn. 

Dooley, Peter, Lpoo!, Boot Maker. Pet June %l. Lpool, July 10 at 12. 
Husband, Lpool. 

Dunn, Jas, sen, Norwich, Boot Maker. Pet June 23. Norwich, July 
13at1l!. Sadd, Norwich. 

Eyre, Geo Lomas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 14. Sal- 
ford, July 8 at 9.30. 

Fulford, Wm Fred, Nuneaton, Warwick, Hair Dresser. Pet June 19, 
Nuneaton, July 22 at 10. Creddock, Nuneaton. 

Furze, Jas, St Just, Cornwall, Butcher. Pet June 22. Truro, July 14 
at 4. Marshall, Truro. 

Galt, Jas Edgecomb, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj April 11. Manch, 
July 11 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch, 

Gauntlett, Chas, Portsea, Hants, Labourer. Pet June 21. Ports- 
mouth, July 20 at 11, White, Portsea. 

Gover, Catherine Mary, Landport, Hants, Lime Burner. Pet June 22. 
Portsmouth, July 20 at 11. White, Portsea. 

Gray, Wm Gover, Lpool, Attorney. Pet June 21. Lpool, July 11 at 
3. Grocott, Lpool. 

Guy, Jas Rimmington, Prisoner for Debt, Kingston-upon-Hull. Adj 
June 14, Kingston-upon-Hull, July 8 at ll. Cheser, Hull. 


Hall, Wm Edwd, Tipton, Stafford, Ale and Porter Dealer. Pet June 
24, Birm, July 14at 12. Ebsworth, Wednesbury. 

Hindle, Thos, Everton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 23. 
Lpool, July 8 at 11. Grace, Lpool. 

Hitchcock, Thos, Shiffual, Salop, Tailor. Pet Junel7. Madeley, July 
15 at 12. Walker, Wellington. 

Jacks, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. Rochester, 
July 7 at 2. 

Jewitt, Jonathan, Prisoner for Debt, Morpeth. Adj June 16. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, July 13 at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Johnson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. AdjJune 10. Louth, July 
6 at ll. 

Leake, Thos, Maltby, York, Farmer. Pet June 23, Leeds, July 7 at 
12. Marsh & Edwards, Rotherham. 

Macbeth, Margaret Eliz, Christchurch, Monmouth, Spinster. Pet 
June 23. Newport, July 12 at ll. Graham, Newport. ; 

Manning, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Hereford. Adj June 20. Birm, 
July 10at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Marsh, Thos, Middle Rasen, Lincoln, Joiner. Pet June 23. Market 
Rasen, July 13 at 11. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 

Melvey, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Fruiterer. Pet June 21. New- 
castle, July § at 10. Daglish & Stewart, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Morgan, Hugh Jones, Shrewsbury, Grocer. Pet June 22. Birm, July 
10at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Organ, Chas Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. Roches- 
ter, July 7 at 3. 

Prior, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 13. Salford, 
July 8 at 9.30, 

Reed, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 17. Leeds, July 10 
atll. 

Sherwood, David Walker, Stockton-on-Tees, Ironmonger. Pet June 
24. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 13 at 12, Watson, Newcastie-upon- 
Tyne. 

Smith, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19, Sheerness, 
July 4at i2. 

Stevens, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Bodmin. Adj June 10. Bodmin, July 
Tat il. 

Sutcliffe, Edwin, Pudsey, York, Clothier, Pet June‘*23. Bradford, 
July 14at 10. Garr, Leeds. 

Thomson, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Lpool. Pet June 23. Lpool, July 
Tatil. Evans, Lpool. 

Thorneycroft, Chas, Shiffnal, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 17. 
Madeley, July 15 at 12. Walker, Wellington. 

Toy, John, Bristol. Lead Smelter, Pet June 15, Bristol, July 7 at 11. 
Brittan & Sons, Bristol. 

Wall, Wm, East Retford, Nottingham, Stay Maker. Pet June 23. 
East Retford, July 7 at 10. Marshall, jun, East Retford. 

Watson, John, & Joseph Watson, Batley, York. Joiners, Pet June 23. 
Dewsbury, July 7 at ll. Ibberson, Dewsbury. 

Withers, Geo, Portsea, Hants, Dealer in Marine Stores. Pet June 22. 
Portsmouth, July 20 at 11. White, Portsea. 

Wool, Jas, Martock, Somerset, Hay Dealer. Pet June 20. Langport, 
July 10 at 9. Watts, Yeovil. 

Young, Wm, & Hy Proud, Sunderland, Durham, Drapers. Pet June 
24. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, July 13 at 12. Eglinton, Sunderland. 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Fripay, June 23, 1865. 
Parsons, Wm, Bromley, Kent, Builder. June 19. 





C HAMBERS TO BE LET, at the head of Chan- 
J cery-lane, in Holborn, comprising four elegant and commodious 
apartments, with W.C., &e.—Apply to ALEX, KIRKLAND, Estate Agent, 3 
Carey-street, Lin: oln’s-inn. 


nls FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
kK. HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards, superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, 6d, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 253 the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d, and 12s.;, Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 


per rail, 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


S! ACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
w ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King's. 












£s 4, £38. da 204 48. 4 
Table Forks, per doz...e.. 110 Oandl I8 0 28 0 3.0 0 
Dessert ditto ...eseeeeeee 1 0 Oandl 10 0 115 A 220 
Table Spoons ..... « 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 3.0 0 
Dessert ditto = 1 0 Oand1 10 0 115 0 x 3 6 
Tea Spoons ....... - O12 OandoO ls 0 1 3 6 110 6 


Every Article for the Table asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for- 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 





fT.O SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 





RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House 
| Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free, 
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a at 6 to 7 per CEN "r for 225 
and upwards. 
EAST INDIA LAND CREDIT and FINANCE COMPANY 
(Limited), 
Capital (fully sabeaetend), £1,000,000, 
Directors. 
J. Carrington Palmer, Esq., Chairman. 

Lewis Balfour, Esq. T. M. Robinson, Esq. 

James Layton, Esq. Sir J. Sibbald D. Scott, Bart. 

Lieut.-Col. Wm. MacGeorge. Henry D. Seymour, Esq., M.P. 

William Morgan, Esq. F.C. Sandes, Esq. 

George F. Rimington, Esq., Manager. 

Issues debentures at the above rates for one to seven years, secured 
by the uncalled capital and land mortgage securities in India, which 
must be equal to the sum of debentures issued, 

Receives deposits at agreed rates, and makes advances 
other approved securities. 

5, East India- avenue, Leadenhall-street, London. 


[)PBENtURES at 5, 54, and 6 | per “CE NT.— 
CEYLON COMPANY, LIMITED. 


on land and 





Subscribed Capital, £500,000. 





Directors. 
Lawford Acland, Esq., Chairman. Duncan James Kay, Esq. 
Major-Gen. Henry Pelham Burn. | Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. Patrick F Robertson, Esq. 
George Ireland, Esq. | Robert Smith, Esq. 
Manager—C. J. Baatse, Esq. 

The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES 

and five years, at 5, 5}, and 6 per Cent. respectively. 


for one, three, 


They are also prepared to invest Money on Mortgage in Ceylon and , 


Mauritius, either with or without the guarantee of the Company, as may 
be arranged, 
Applications for particulars to be made at the office of the company, 
No. 7. East India-avenue, Leadenhall-street, London.—By order, 
JOHN ARDS BUN: RECreharys 
NNUI TIES AND R EVERSION 
I AW REV ERSIONARY IN’ TEREST SOCIETY, 


68, Chancery-lane, London. 
Cuainman—Russell Gurney, Esq., Q.C., Recorder of London. 
Deruty-Caatrman— Sir W. J. Alexander, Bart., Q.C. 

teversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred An- 
nuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 

Loans muy also be obtained on the security of Reversions. 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and also Endowments, 
granted on favourable terms. 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further information, — 
he had at the office. B. CLABON, Se 


Berta BLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST 

4 SOCIETY. Established 1835, Capital £500,000. 
DIRECTORS. 

Francis Bennett Goldney, Esq. 

Chas, Richard Harford, jun., Esq. 

Henry Pigeon, Esq. 











Daniel Smith Bockett, Esq. 
Major C. L. Boileau, 
Lieut.-Colonel Chase. 
William Henry Cole, Esq. Henry Roberts, Esq. 

Thomas Curtis, Esq. George Roots, Esq. 
Auditors—Charles Armstrong, Esq.; Will iam Richard Bingley, Esq.; 
Alfred Langdale, Esq. 

Solicitors— Messrs. Clayton & Son, 
, Bankers—Messrs. Coutts & Co. 
Actuary—F. Hendriks, Esq. 
This Society purchases and grauts loans upon reversionary property 
life interests, and lite policies of assurance. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the offic e, 10, Lancaster-place, 





Strand, W.c. JOUN CL AY TON t oint 
FRANCIS §, - CLAY TON, § Secretaries 
RSEY y boc K ESTATE.— LOANS OF 


iv E 
M MONEY.—The Mersey Docks and Harbour Board hereby give 
NOTICE, that they are willing to receive LOANS OF MONEY on the 
security of their Bonds, at the rate of Four Pounds Five Shidings per 
centum per annum, interest, for periods of Three, Five, or Seven Years. 
Interest warrants for the whole term, payable half-yearly at the Bankers 
of the Board in Liverpool, or in London, will be issued with each bond, 
Communications to be addressed to George J. Jefferson, Esq., Treasurer, 
Dock oftice, Liverpo oi. 
By order of the Board, JOHN HARRISON, Secretary. 
Dock-oftice, Liverpool, June 27, 1865. 
CCIDEN'TS to Life or Limb, in the Field, the 
Streets, or at Home, provided for by a Policy of the RAILWAY 
PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 64, Cornhill, London, 





Compensation has been paid for 10,000 Claims. 

£1,000 in case of Death. 

£6 per week while laid up by Injury, 
of trom £3 to £5 ds. 

For particulars apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, to the 
Local Ageats, or at the Offices, 64, CORNHILL, and 10, REGENT- 
STREET, W. J. VIAN, Secretary. 

_—" SOLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING, 

Seventh Edition, price 6s. To be had of Kain & Sparrow, 


Law and Mercantile Accountants, 69, Chancery-lane, W.C.; of Water- 
lows, Londonswail, E.C.; and through all Booksellers, 


& CCOUNT BOOKS (Priced List free).—* KAIN’S 
A SYSTEM is easily acquired ; it shows at a glance the results of the 
business.”” To be had as above 


3,041 (to last year 1,153 and 2,715 respectively). 


secured by an Annual Payment 
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Advowson of the valuable ‘one of West Felton, in the county of 
Salop, and Diocese of Lichfield. 


OR SALE BY PRIVATE CONTRAOT, by the 
Executors of the late Rev. Wm. Burbury, M.A., the important 
LIVING OF WEST FELTON, situate within 14 miles of Shrewsbury, 
onthe direct Shrewsbury and Holyhead road, and 2 miles from Rednal 
station on the Great Western Railway, with a large and convenieut Rec- 
tery House, Outbuildings, and Gardens. The average income for the 
last three years has been between £1,100 and £1,200, arising from tithes 
and glebe land. The age of the present incumbent is 60 years. Popu- 


, lation, under 1,200. 


Particulars may be obtained of ROBINSON & PRESTON, Solicitors, 
35, Lincoln’s-inn- fields, London. 





K ST \TES AND HOUSES S, Country and Town 
‘4 Residences, Landed Estates, Investments, Hunting Seats, Fishing 
and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &e.— Mr. JAMES BEAL’S REGISIER of 
the above, published on the Ist of each month, forwarded per post, or 
may be had on application at the Office, 209, Piccadilly, W.—Particulars 
for insertion should be forwarded not later than the 28th of each 
month. 


I ROOKS & SCHALLER (removed from Piccadilly). 
—The INDEX, printed MONTHLY (first published in 1820), of 
TATES, Country and Town Iouses, Manors, Hunting Quarters, Shoot- 





E 





ings and Fishings, Farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, can be had (free) at 


Adopters, 1,272; Account Books issued 


, Second edition, 


their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James's, S.W., opposite the Junior 
United Service Club, Particulars inserted without ‘charge, but for next 
publication must be forwarded before the 28th of each month. 





Now ready, 

TOTANDA, No. 4, 1865, price 1s. 6d. plain, 2s. ad- 

hesive ; also the Synoptical Index to Notanda, from December, 
1862, to June, 1865, Lager 2s. The Notanda Digest, conti uining all the 
Cases from December, 1862, to June, 1865 (3891 Notes). Price 32s. 6d. 
To subscribers tor this year the preceding years are supplied at 10s. 6d, 
perannum. Current subscription, 15s. 

T. F. A. Day, 13, Carey-street, London, w.c. 








This day is published in 32mo, 230 pages, price 2s. cloth, lettered, 


CATALOGUE of MODERN LAW BOOKS, 
including all the Reports in England, Scotland, and Ireland. By 
| .G. STEVENS & R. W. HAYNES, Law Booksellers and Publishers. 
Srevens & Haynes, 11, Be!l-yard, Temple Bar, London. 


BUSHBY’S ELECTION se ge 
This day is published, price 6s., 
MANUAL of the PRAC’ TCE ‘of ELECTIONS 
in the United Kingdom; with an Appendix of Statutes and Forms. 
1865. By HENRY JEFFREYS BUSHBY, of the Inner 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Srevens & Haynes, Law Publishers, 11, Bell-yard, Temple-bar. 





og 


THE LAW OF BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETIES. 
Now ready, Second Edition, in fep. 8vo., price 3s. 6d., cloth, 
TMHE LAW RELATING to BENEFIT BUILD- 
ING SOCIETIES (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32), with Practical Observa- 
tions on the Acts and all the Cases decided thereon: together with a 
Form of Rules for a Permanent Benefit Building Society, and Forms of 
Mortgages to the Trustees. By W. TIDD PRATT, Esq., of the Inner 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: Loncmans, Green, & Co., Paternoster-row. 


In a few days will be published 


MQYRIAL BY JURY, THE BIRTHRIGHT OF 
THE PEOPLE OF ENGLAND. 
London : HARDWICKE, Piccadilly. 
HE LANDS IMPROVEMENT ~ COMPANY 


(incorporated by Special Act of Parliament in 1853), 2, Old Palace 
Yard, Westminster, S.W.—To Landowners, the Clergy, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, &c., in England and Wales, and in Scotland. The Company 
advances mone y, unlimited in amount, for the following works of agricul- 
tural improvement, the whole outlay and expense in all cases being liqui- 
dated by a rent-charge for 25 years :— 

I. Drainage, irrigation and warping, embanking, enclosing, clearing, 
reclamation, planting for any beneficial purpose engines or machinery for 
drainage or irrigation. 

2, Farm roads, tramways, 
purposes. 

3. Jetties or landing places on the sea coast, or on the banks of navi- 
gable rivers or lakes. 

4. The erection of farm houses, labourers’ cottages, and other buildings 
required tor farm purposes, and the improvement of and additions te 

arm houses and other buildings for farm purposes. 

Lando wners assessed under the provisions of any Act of Parliament, 
Royal Charter, or Commission, in respect of any publ ic or general works 
of drainage or other improvements, may borrow their proportionate share 
of the costs, and charge the same with the expenses of the lands improved. 

No investigation of title is required, and the Company, being of a strictly 
financial character, do not interfere with the plans and execution of the 
works, which are controlled only by the Government Enclosure Commis- 
sioners. 

For further information and for forms of application, apply to 7 fase 
WILLIAM NAPIER, Managing Director, 2, Old Palace- yard, S.V 


and railroads for agricultural or farming 


MYNHE GENERAL LAND “DRAIN LAG EB COM- 
PANY have REMOVE D their OFFICES from 52, Parliament- 


street to 22, Whitehall-place, $.W., where all future applications for 
Drainage Works, Farm Buildings, and other Land Improvements, or 
Loans tor the purpose, are to be addressed. 

22, Whitehall-place, S.W. WILLIAM CLIFFORD, Secretary. 
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HE 
CHUBWA TEA COMPANY OF ASSAM 
(LIMITED). 
Incorporated under the Joint-Stock Companies’ Act of 1862. 
CAPITAL, £300,000 IN 30,000 SHARES OF £10 EACH. FIRST ISSUE, 20,000 SHARES. 
A minimum dividend of 10 per cent. per annum has been guaranteed for three years, payable half-yearly, in January and July. 
Deposit, 10s. per Share on Application, and a further payment of 10s. per Share on Allotment. 


No call to exceed £1 per Share, or to be made at a less interval than two months from a previous call, Where no 
allotment is made the deposit will be returned in full, 





DIRECTORS, 
GEORGE R, BARRY, Esq. (late of Seragunge, Bengal), 7, Pembridge-square, Bayswater. 

EDWARD HOOD HIGGS, Esq, (late of Dibrooghur, Director of the Northern Assam Tea Company, Limited), 35, Bucklersbury. 
ALFRED MUMFORD, Esq. (Director of the Upper Assam Tea Company, Limited), Messrs. Bartrum, Prettyman, & Mumford. 
SAMUEL THOMPSON, Esq. (Director of the Upper Assam Tea Company, Limited), 31, Great St. Helen’s. 
WILLIAM THOMSON, Esq. (Director of the Nowgong Tea Company of Assam, Limited), 2, East India-avenue, India-house, 

Leadenhall-street, 
(With power to add to their number.) 


Bankers. 
THE AGRA AND MASTERMAN’S BANK (Limited), Nicholas-lane, Lombard-street. 


Solicitors. 
Messrs. THOMAS & HOLLAMS, Mincing-lane. 


Brokers. ° 
Messrs. LOWNDES, SURGEY, & WOOLLEY. 


Agents in India. 
Messrs. THOMSON, SHAW, & Co. 


Secretary. 
ALEXANDER FORBES, Esq. 


Orrices—2, EAST INDIA-AVENUE, INDIA-HOUSE, LEADENHALL-STREET, E.C. 





ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. 

This company is formed for the purpose of purchasing, working, and further developing several valuable and extensive tea estates in Upper 
Assam, in British India, " 

These estates, which will be conveyed to the company partly in freehold and partly on perpetual lease, comprise in all not less than 16,000 acres, 
chiefly of fine forest land, the bulk of which is admirably adapted for tea cultivation, and are situate in the district of Luckimpore, at a distance of 
from six to twenty miles from Dibrooghur, the principal station, in proximity to the Rivers, Tingri, Dikhom, Dehing, Tiplin, and other streams, and 
to the two chief roads of the district. They possess the advantage of a considerable supply of local labour, and the suitableness of the locality for 
tea planting, as to soil and climate, has been sufficiently proved by the snecess with which the cultivation has hitherto been attended, both in these 
gardens and in those of the principal companies already established in that part of Assam. 

Of these plantations, 1,685 acres are planted in tea gardens, th: particulars of which are subjoined. The produce of the estates has obtained a 
high reputation in the London market. 

A minimum yearly dividend of 10 per cent. on the paid-up capital, payable half-yearly, has been guaranteed. After the expiration of the third 
year, a3 nearly all the plantations will be in tull bearing, it is contidently expected that considerably larger dividends will be progressively realized, 
and the calculations from which this result is arrived at have been made altogether exclusively of any return from the sale of tea seed, 

The price for the property has been fixed at £168,500, payable by annual instalments, with interest at 5 per cent., extending over a period of five 

ears. 
7. Eleven thousand shares have already been applied for. No promotion money whatever will be paid, and the preliminary expenses will be 
strictly confined to what are indispensable to the formation of the company. 

The Articles of Association and provisional contracts may be seen at the offices of the company. 

In consequence of inquiries which have already been made, the Directors have decided to receive a limited number of applications for shares 
fully paid up, participating in the dividend from the date of payment. 

Applications for shares to be made in the accompanying forms to the company’s brokers, bankers, or Secretary, from whom prospectuses can be 
obtained. 

London, June, 1865. 


PARTICULARS OF THE ESTATES OF THE CHUBWA TEA COMPANY OF ASSAM (LIMITED). 


1, The Chubwo Estate, purchased from Messrs. James Warren & Nephew. 
2. The Tingri Estate, purchased from the Upper Assam Tea Company (Limited.) Extent of land, 5,000 acres, of which 660 are planted. 
3. The Wilton Estate, purchased from William Thomson, Esq. Extent of land, 5,50) acres, of which 500 are planted. 





NoO,.00- FORM OF APPLICATION FOR FULLY PAID-UP SHARES. 
To the Directors of the CauswaA TEA CompANy oF AssAM (LIMITED). 
Gentlemen,—Having paid to your bankers the sum of & , being a deposit of 10s. per share on fully paid-up shares in the above 


Company, I hereby request that you will allot me that number, and I agree to become a member of the said Company, and to accept such shares or 
any less number you may allot me, or, in default thereof, that the deposit shall be forfeited, and I authorize you to enter my name in the register of 














members in respect of the shares you will allot to me. PMNS TTA sisncsassncssssccccanexoetiens ove 
Residence .. 
DRG cacccsscceces seeeereeeeercoeenes 0000 peers reeees seeeeecerecsecersereseneens 
NO..000 FORM OF APPLICATION FOR PARTLY PAID-UP SHARES, 
To the Directors of the Cavuswa T&A Company oF ASSAM (LIMITED). 
Gentlemen,—Having paid to your bank ers the sum of £ being a deposit of 10s. per share on partly paid-up shares in the above 


Company, I hereby request that you will allot me that number, and I agree to become a member of the said Company, and to accept such shares or 
any less number you may allot me, or, in default thereof, that the deposit shall be forfeited, and I authorize you to enter my name in the register of 











members in respect of the shares you will allot to me. Name in full ..... ° soeeee 
Resicence toeveeeee 
PIOUS s cxiccesacsuncancesceedevnsdncssnsensenncncstusans ere 








VHE CHUBWA TEA COMPANY OF ASSAM (LIMITED).—NOTICE is HEREBY GIVEN that the 
List of Applications for Shares in this Company will be CLOSED on THURSDAY, the 6th July proximo, 
By Order of the Board, A. FORBES, Secretary. 
2, East India Avenue, Leadenhall-street, E.C., June 22, 1865, 





Oa of me 


— 7d 


sar 


me, 
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BARNED’S BANKING COMPANY (LIMITED). 


Incorporated under “The Companies’ Act, 1862,” 
CAPITAL, £2,000,000, IN 40,000 SHARES OF £50 EACH. 


(W1Td POWER TO INCREASE.) 
Of which it is not intended to call up more than £20 per Share. 
Deposit on Application, £1 per Share, £4 per Share on Allotment, £5 per Share on 1st September, and the remainder in 
Instalments of not more than £5 each, at intervals of not less than three months, of which ample notice will be given. 


DIRECTORS. 
CHARLES MOZLEY, Esq., CHAtRMAN. 

J. A. BENCKE, Esq. (Messrs J. A. Bencke & Co.), Liverpool. | GEORGE COLLIE, Esq. (Messrs. G. Collie & Co.), Liverpool. 
8S. PRICE EDWARDS, Esq., Liverpool. JOHN ENTHOVEN, Esq. (Messrs. H. J. Enthoven & Sons), Liverpool. 
FRANCIS MARTIN, Esq. (Messrs. Martin, Robertson, & Co., Gracechurch-street, London), Director of the Thames and Mersey 
Insurance Company. 

FREDK. B. MOZLEY, Esq., Liverpool. LEWIN B. MOZLEY, Esq., Liverpool. 

JOSEPH ROBINSON, Esq., Deputy Chairman Ebbw Vale Company, Laurence Pountney-hill, London. 

(With power to add to their number). 











Bankers. 
Messrs, PRESCOTT, GROTE, CAVE, & Co., London; Messrs. I. BARNED & Co., Liverpool. 
Brokers. 


Messrs, BRUNTON & SON, 82, Cornhill, London; Messrs. HELBERT, WAGG, & Co., Shorter’s-court, Throgmorton-street ; 
Messrs. THOMAS TINLEY & SONS, Liverpool. 
m bs Solicitors. 
Messrs. MAYNARD, SON, & Co., Coleian-street, London; Messrs. BATESON, ROBINSON & MORRIS, Liverpool. 


Auditors. Secretary (pro tem.). 
Messrs. HARMOOD BANNER & SON, Liverpool. R. H. ASHTON, Esq. 


OrFicEes IN Liverpoor—THE BANK, LORD STREET. 
Temporary Orrices In Lonpon—CITY BANK CHAMBERS, No. 20, THREADNEEDLE STREET, E.C. 





This Company is formed for the purpose of purchasing the business of the old-established and well-known private Bank of 
Messrs. I. Barned & Co., in Liverpool, and organizing it on the broader basis of a Joint-Stock Company, under the Limited 
Liability Act. 

The Bank, which was founded in 1809, has done a large and continually increasing business, and there is no doubt that in its 
new and extended form, still more satisfactory results will be realised. 

The Directors have received most encouraging promises of support both in Liverpool and London, but in making the allot- 
ment of shares preference will be given to the present customers of the Bank. 

The purchase-money for the business has_been fixed at £160,900, payable by instalments spread over two years, as stipulated 
in the agreement, and this sum, on comparing it with the profits shown by Messrs. I. Barned & Co. to have been realised, and 
their guarantee of the assets taken over, cannot be considered other than a moderate payment for a lucrative business placed 
at once in the hands of the Shareholders. 

The Bank will take over the business of Messrs. I. Barned & Co. as from the 1s‘ July, 1865, and Messrs. I. Barned & Co. will 
guarantee the payment of all debit balances (including Bills and Credits running) standing in their books on that day. 

The business will have the advantage of the active supervision of the present partners in the Bank, who have agreed to act as 
Directors for tive years, and will retain a large interest in the Company. 

Messrs. I. Barned & Co. are willing to sell at a valuation the present Bank premises, and any of their adjoining property, if 
the Directors wish to secure it, and, if required, to leave the purchase-mouey on mortgage for ten years at 4) per cent. 

The remuneration of the ordinary Directors is to be fixed by the Shareholders at their annual meetings, but power is taken 
in the Articles of Association to appoint one or more of their number as Managing Directors, whose extra remuneration will be 
determined by the Board. 

Copies of the Company’s Memorandum and Articles of Association, and of the Agreement for the Transfer of Messrs. I. 
Barned & Co.’s business, can be seen at the Offices of the Solicitors of the Company. 

Applications for shares must be accompanied by a payment of the deposit of £1 per share. In the event of no allotment being 
made the deposit will be returned in full, Should a less number of shares be allotted than are applied for, the deposit will, so far 
as required, be applied towards the payment due on allotment. 

Applications for shares will be received at the Bankers, Brokers, Solicitors, Oilices of the Company, and at the following places: 





ENGLAND. SCOTLAND. 
MAncnester—Messrs. Cunliffes, Brooks, & Co. EDINBURGH ..e.-) 
Lreeps—The Yorkshire Banking Company. GLASGOW. ... + | 3 
Birmincuam—The Birmingham Banking Company. DuNDEE ... +++ }The National Bank of Scotland. 
BrisroL—Messrs. Baillie, Cave, Baillie, & Co. ABERDEEN... 7 


DGMPREBS . cot we 
IRELAND. 
DUBLIN. s s.c cess 
LONDONDERRY... . a 
eae —— The Provincial Bank of Ireland. 
LIMERICK. . «60 
is re .. The Belfast Banking Company. 
” The Ulster Banking Company. 
Where prospectuses and forms may be obtained, 


BARNED’'S BANKING COMPANY (LIMITED). 

To tHe Directors or BARNED’S BANKING COMPANY (LIMITED). 
Gentlemen,—Having paid £ to your Bankers, | request that you will allot me Shares in 
Jarned’s Binking Company (Limited), and I hereby agree to accept such Shares, or any less number that may be allotted to 
me, and to pay the Calls thereon, suject to the provisions of “ The Companies’ Act, 1862,” and the Articles of Association. 
eee eRe Sew se ee 
RRS 3 Fae 
Occupation, ifamy. ..... 
Usual signature. . . . 2. « « 

RR Ok bw ‘ 
The above Form, when filled up, is to to be left with the Bankers on payment of the Deposit. 





ARNED'’S BANKING COMPANY (LIMITED).—NOTICE is HEREBY GIVEN that no further 
APPLICATION for SHARES iu the above Company will be received after WEDNESDAY next, the ath JULY, 
at 4 o’clock pm. By order, R, H. ASHTON, Secretiry (pro tem.). 
Temporary Oifices in London, 20, Threadneecdle-street, E.C., 30th June, 1865. 
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THE 


CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND 


(LIMITED). 
Avutuorisep Carirat, £4,000,000. 





CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED, £2,000,000. CAPITAL PAID UP, £500,000. 
RESERVE FunD, £200,000. DIVIDEND RESERVE FuND, £70,000. 
DIRECTORS. 


The Right Hon. JAMES STUART yee GOVERNOR. 
JAMES LEVICK, Esq., Merchant, King’s Arms-yard, . bs 
JAMES NUGENT DANIELL, Esq, London, } Devry Governors. 
JAMES CHILDS, Esq., London. 
ALEXANDER DUNBAR, Esq., Old Broad-street, London. 
CHARLES ELLIS, Esq., Lloyd’s. 
ADOLPH HAKIM, Esq. (Messrs. Pinto, Hakim, Brothers, & Co.), London. 
The Hon. T. C. HALIBURTON, M.P., Chairman of the Canada Agency Association, London. 
WILLIAM HARRISON, Esq. (Messrs. Young, Harrison, & Bevan), Director of the Thames and Mersey Insurance Company. 
RICHARD STUART LANE, Esq. (Messrs. Lane, Hankey, & Co.), London. 
CHARLES E. NEWBON, Esgq., London. 
HENRY POWNALL, Esq,, J.P., Russell-square, London. 
JOSEPH MACKRILL SMITH, Esq. (Messrs. Mackrill Smith & Co.), Old Broad-street, London. 
EDWARD WARNER, Esq., M.P., London, 
JOHN WESTMORLAND, Esq. (Director of the Royal Insurance Company), London, 
ALBERT GRANT, Esq, F.S.A., M.R.L, MAnacine Director. 


Bankers. 
The AGRA & MASTERMAN’S BANK (Limited); Messrs. SMITH, PAYNE, & SMITHS; the NATIONAL BANK, London, 
Dublin, and its Branches in Ireland; the ALLIANCE BANK (Limited), London, Liverpool, and Manchester. 


Solicitors. 
Messrs. NEWBON, EVANS, & Co., Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


BUSINESS TRANSACTED. 
This Company negociates Loans for Colonial and Foreign Governments; 
Co-operates in the Financial arrangeinents of British and other Railways; 
Makes advances to Corporations, Town Councils, and other Public Bodies ; 
Negociates Loans for Public Works; 
Assists in the introduction of Industrial and Commercial Undertakings ; 
Makes Advances upon approved Stocks, Shares, Bouds, &c. ; 
Makes temporary Loans upon eligible Freehold and Leasehold Securities. 
London, 17 and 18, Cornhill, sune 15, 1865. ALFRED LOWE, Secretary. 





DEBENTURES ISSUED BY 
THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND (LIMITED). 





ISSUE OF £500,000 DEBENTURES WITH INTEREST PAYABLE QUARTERLY. 
The Directors have decided to issue Debenture Bonds of the Company for the amounts and bearing interest as under, viz. : 
In sums of £10, £20, £50, £100, £250, £500, and £1,000, with Coupons attached, 
INTEREST. 





For three years ...cscccssssesesssceeesesaeeeeres 6 per cent per annum, 
For five years ...... oe 6} ” ” 
For seven years ....cccsees Savbsseanauneusiasiss 7 


» ” 

Interest payable quarterly—viz., on the 30th March, 34th June, 30th September, and 30th December, in each year, at the 
Company’s Bankers. ‘ 

The distinctive feature in the Debentures issued by this Company is their perfect security; the amount of the capital sub- 
scribed, paid-up, and uncalled, and the general invested assets of the Company, as well as the large reserve fund, affording the 
most ample security to the investor. 

These Debentures are issued payable to bearer, and can therefore pass by simple delivery from hand to hand, without endorse- 
ment, and are free from any further stamp duty. They are also issued—to meet the requirements of trustees and others—trans- 
ferable by deed cnly, to be duly registered in the Company's books in the names of the investors or their assigns. 

Forms of application can be obtained of the Secretary, to whom all communications must be addressed 

London, 17 and 18, Cornhill, June 15, 1865, By order of the Court, ALFRED LOWE, Secretary. 


DEPOSITS RECEIVED BY 
THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND (LIMITED). 


NATES FOR MONEY ON DEPOSIT. 


This Company receives Money on Deposit, in sums of £10 and upwards, at the undermentioned rates, from this day until 
further notice, viz. :— 











At 14 days’ notice ..... eaeenbaaes Sau ineansedisseneveoncasbsaunabenevon weesdsesevees 3 per cent. per annum, 
ALONG WOMENS NORNCE 555 sscsesssccervessuasesnisiwnescipsosesscisnceneinn oovs Ob ” ” 
For fixed periods of not less than 3 months and up to 6 months ...... 4 ” ”» 
Beyond 6 months and up to 9 Months .....ssceccecseceeeee . 4S ” ” 
Beyond 9 months and up to 12 months.. 5330) ” ” 
Beyond 12 months and up to 24 months ......ccccsececccceseseeseee poksenes 54 ” 
Forms of application can be obtained of the Secretary, to whom all communications must be addressed. 
Nos. 17 and 28, Cornhill, London, June 15, 1865, By order of the Court ALFRED LOWE, Seeretary. 





